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Abstract

We introduce a new notion of “regularity structure” that provides an algebraic frame-
work allowing to describe functions and / or distributions via a kind of “jet” or local
Taylor expansion around each point. The main novel idea is toreplace the classical
polynomial model which is suitable for describing smooth functions by arbitrary mod-
els that are purpose-built for the problem at hand. In particular, this allows to describe
the local behaviour not only of functions but also of large classes of distributions.

We then build a calculus allowing to perform the various operations (multiplication,
composition with smooth functions, integration against singular kernels) necessary to
formulate fixed point equations for a very large class of semilinear PDEs driven by
some very singular (typically random) input. This allows, for the first time, to give
a mathematically rigorous meaning to many interesting stochastic PDEs arising in
physics. The theory comes with convergence results that allow to interpret the so-
lutions obtained in this way as limits of classical solutions to regularised problems,
possibly modified by the addition of diverging counterterms. These counterterms arise
naturally through the action of a “renormalisation group” which is defined canonically
in terms of the regularity structure associated to the givenclass of PDEs.

Our theory also allows to easily recover many existing results on singular stochastic
PDEs (KPZ equation, stochastic quantisation equations, Burgers-type equations) and
to understand them as particular instances of a unified framework. One surprising
insight is that in all of these instances local solutions areactually “smooth” in the sense
that they can be approximated locally to arbitrarily high degree as linear combinations
of a fixed family of random functions / distributions that play the role of “polynomials”
in the theory.

As an example of a novel application, we solve the long-standing problem of build-
ing a natural Markov process that is symmetric with respect to the (finite volume) mea-
sure describing theΦ4

3 Euclidean quantum field theory. It is natural to conjecture that
the Markov process built in this way describes the Glauber dynamic of3-dimensional
ferromagnets near their critical temperature.
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1 Introduction

The purpose of this article is to develop a general theory allowing to formulate, solve
and analyse solutions to semilinear stochastic partial differential equations of the type

Lu = F (u, ξ) , (1.1)

whereL is a (typically parabolic) differential operator,ξ is a (typically very irregular)
random input, andF is some nonlinearity. The nonlinearityF does not necessarily
need to be local, and it is also allowed to depend on some partial derivatives ofu, as
long as these are of strictly lower order thanL. One example of random input that is
of particular interest in many situations arising from the large-scale behaviour of some
physical microscopic model is that of white noise (either space-time or just in space).
Furthermore, we will assume thatF depends onξ in an affine way, although this could
in principle be relaxed to some polynomial dependencies.

Our main assumption will be that the equation described by (1.1) is locally subcriti-
cal (see Assumption 8.3 below). Roughly speaking, this means that if one rescales (1.1)
in a way that keeps bothLu andξ invariant then, at small scales, all nonlinear terms
formally disappear. A “naı̈ve” approach to such a problem isto consider a sequence of
regularised problems given by

Luε = F (uε, ξε) , (1.2)

whereξε is some smoothened version ofξ (obtained for example by convolution with a
smooth mollifier), and to show thatuε converges to some limitu which is independent
of the choice of mollifier.

This approach does in general fail, even under the assumption of local subcriticality.
Indeed, consider the KPZ equation on the line [KPZ86], whichis the stochastic PDE
formally given by

∂th = ∂2xh+ (∂xh)2 + ξ , (1.3)

whereξ denotes space-time white noise. This is indeed of the form (1.1) with L =
∂t− ∂2x andF (h, ξ) = (∂xh)2 + ξ. Furthermore, if we writẽh(x, t) = δ−1/2h(δx, δ2t)
andξ̃(x, t) = δ3/2ξ(δx, δ2t) for some small parameterδ, then we have that on the one
handξ̃ equalsξ in distribution, and on the other handh̃ solves

∂th̃ = ∂2xh̃+ δ1/2(∂xh̃)2 + ξ̃ .

As δ → 0 (which corresponds to probing solutions at very small scales), we see that, at
least at a formal level, the nonlinearity vanishes and we simply recover the stochastic
heat equation. This shows that the KPZ equation is indeed locally subcritical in dimen-
sion1. On the other hand, if we simply replaceξ by ξε in (1.3) and try to take the limit
ε→ 0, solutions diverge due to the ill-posedness of the term (∂xh)2.
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However, in this case, it is possible to devise a suitable renormalisation procedure
[BG97, Hai13], which essentially amounts to subtracting a very large constant to the
right hand side of a regularised version of (1.3). This then ensures that the correspond-
ing sequence of solutions converges to a finite limit. The purpose of this article is to
build a general framework that goes far beyond the example ofthe KPZ equation and
allows to provide a robust notion of solution to a very large class of locally subcritical
stochastic PDEs that are classically ill-posed.

Remark 1.1 In the language of quantum field theory (QFT), equations thatare subcrit-
ical in the way just described give rise to “superrenormalisable” theories. One major
difference between the results presented in this article and most of the literature on
quantum field theory is that the approach explored here is truly non-perturbative and
therefore allows one to deal also with some non-polynomial equations like (PAMg) or
(KPZ) below. We furthermore consider parabolic problems, where we need to deal with
the problem of initial conditions and local (rather than global) solutions. Nevertheless,
the mathematical analysis of QFT was one of the main inspirations in the development
of the techniques and notations presented in Sections 8 and 10.

Conceptually, the approach developed in this article for formulating and solving
problems of the type (1.1) consists of three steps.

1. In analgebraicstep, one first builds a “regularity structure”, which is sufficiently
rich to be able to describe the fixed point problem associatedto (1.1). Essentially, a
regularity structure is a vector space that allows to describe the coefficients in a kind
of “Taylor expansion” of the solution around any point in space-time. The twist is
that the “model” for the Taylor expansion does not only consist of polynomials, but
can in general contain other functions and / or distributions built from multilinear
expressions involvingξ.

2. In ananalyticalstep, one solves the fixed point problem formulated in the algebraic
step. This allows to build an “abstract” solution map to (1.1). In a way, this is a
closure procedure: the abstract solution map essentially describes all “reasonable”
limits that can be obtained when solving (1.1) for sequencesof regular driving
noises that converge to something very rough.

3. In a finalprobabilistic step, one builds a “model” corresponding to the Gaussian
processξ we are really interested in. In this step, one typically has to choose a
renormalisation procedure allowing to make sense of finitely many products of dis-
tributions that have no classical meaning. Although there is some freedom involved,
there usually is a canonical model, which is “almost unique”in the sense that it is
naturally parametrized by elements in some finite-dimensional Lie group, which
has an interpretation as a “renormalisation group” for (1.1).

We will see that there is a very general theory that allows to build a “black box”,
which performs the first two steps for a very large class of stochastic PDEs. For the last
step, we do not have a completely general theory at the moment, but we have a general
methodology, as well as a general toolbox, which seem to be very useful in practice.

1.1 Some examples of interesting stochastic PDEs

Some examples of physically relevant equations that in principle fall into the category
of problems amenable to analysis via the techniques developed in this article include:
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• The stochastic quantisation ofΦ4 quantum field theory in dimension3. This for-
mally corresponds to the equation

∂tΦ = ∆Φ− Φ3 + ξ , (Φ4)

whereξ denotes space-time white noise and the spatial variable takes values in the
3-dimensional torus, see [PW81]. Formally, the invariant measure of (Φ4) (or rather
a suitably renormalised version of it) is the measure on Schwartz distributions asso-
ciated to Bosonic Euclidean quantum field theory in3 space-time dimensions. The
construction of this measure was one of the major achievements of the programme
of constructive quantum field theory, see the articles [Gli68, EO71, GJ73, FO76,
Fel74], as well as the monograph [GJ87] and the references therein.

In two spatial dimensions, this problem was previously treated in [AR91, DPD03].
It has also been argued more recently in [ALZ06] that even though it is formally
symmetric, the3-dimensional version of this model is not amenable to analysis via
Dirichlet forms. In dimension4, the model (Φ4) becomes critical and one does not
expect to be able to give it any non-trivial (i.e. non-Gaussian in this case) meaning
as a random field ford ≥ 4, see for example [Frö82, Aiz82, KE83].

Another reason why (Φ4) is a very interesting equation to consider is that it is
related to the behaviour of the3D Ising model under Glauber dynamic near its crit-
ical temperature. For example, it was shown in [BPRS93] thatthe one-dimensional
version of this equation describes the Glauber dynamic of anIsing chain with a
Kac-type interaction at criticality. In [GLP99], it is argued that the same should
hold true in higher dimensions and an argument is given that relates the renormal-
isation procedure required to make sense of (Φ4) to the precise choice of length
scale as a function of the distance from criticality.

• The continuous parabolic Anderson model

∂tu = ∆u + ξu , (PAM)

whereξ denotes spatial white noise that is constant in time. For smooth noise, this
problem has been treated extensively in [CM94]. While the problem withξ given
by spatial white noise is well-posed in dimension1 (and a good approximation
theory exists, see [IPP08]), it becomes ill-posed already in dimension2. One does
however expect this problem to be renormalisable with the help of the techniques
presented here in spatial dimensions2 and3. Again, dimension4 is critical and
one does not expect any continuous version of the model ford ≥ 4.

• KPZ-type equations of the form

∂th = ∂2xh+ g1(h)(∂xh)
2
+ g2(h)∂xh+ g3(h) + g4(h)ξ , (KPZ)

whereξ denotes space-time white noise and thegi are smooth functions. While the
classical KPZ equation can be made sense of via the Cole-Hopftransform [Col51,
Hop50, BG97], this trick fails in the more general situationgiven above or in the
case of a system of coupled KPZ equations, which arises naturally in the study of
chains of nonlinearly interacting oscillators [BGJ13].

A more robust concept of solution for the KPZ equation whereg4 = g1 = 1 and
g2 = g3 = 0, as well as for a number of other equations belonging to the class
(KPZ) was given recently in the series of articles [Hai12, Hai11, HW13, Hai13],
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using ideas from the theory of rough paths that eventually lead to the development
of the theory presented here. The more general class of equations (KPZ) is of
particular interest since it is formally invariant under changes of coordinates and
would therefore be a good candidate for describing a natural“free evolution” for
loops on a manifold, which generalises the stochastic heat equation. See [Fun92]
for a previous attempt in this direction and [BGJ12] for someclosely related work.

• The Navier-Stokes equations with very singular forcing

∂tv = ∆v − P (v · ∇)v + ξ , (SNS)

whereP is Leray’s projection onto the space of divergence-free vector fields. If we
takeξ to have the regularity of space-time white noise, (SNS) is already classically
ill-posed in dimension2, although one can circumvent this problem, see [AC90,
DPD02, AF04]. However, it turns out that the actual criticaldimension is4 again,
so that we can hope to make sense of (SNS) in a suitably renormalised sense in
dimension3 and construct local solutions there.

One common feature of all of these problems is that they involve products between
terms that are too irregular for such a product to make sense as a continuous bilinear
form defined on some suitable function space. Indeed, denoting byCα for α < 0 the
Besov spaceBα∞,∞, it is well-known that, for non-integer values ofα andβ, the map
(u, v) 7→ uv is well defined fromCα × Cβ into some space of Schwartz distributions
if and only if α + β > 0 (see for example [BCD11]), which is quite easily seen to be
violated in all of these examples.

In the case of second-order parabolic equations, it is straightforward to verify (see
also Section 6 below) that, for fixed time, the solutions to the linear equation

∂tX = ∆X + ξ ,

belong toCα for α < 1 − d
2

whenξ is space-time white noise andα < 2 − d
2

when
ξ is purely spatial white noise. As a consequence, one expectsΦ to take values inCα
with α < −1/2, so thatΦ3 is ill-defined. In the case of (PAM), one expectsu to take
values inCα with α < 2−d/2, so that the productuξ is well-posed only ford < 2. As
in the case of (Φ4), dimension2 is “borderline” with the appearance of logarithmic
divergencies, while dimension3 sees the appearance of algebraic divergencies and
logarithmic subdivergencies. Note also that, sinceξ is white noisein space, there is no
theory of stochastic integration available to make sense ofthe productuξ, unlike in the
case whenξ is space-time white noise. (See however [GIP12] for a very recent article
solving this particular problem in dimension2.) Finally, one expects the functionh in
(KPZ) to take values inCα for α < 1

2
, so that all the terms appearing in (KPZ) are

ill-posed, except for the term involvingg3.
Historically, such situations have been dealt with by replacing the products in ques-

tion by their Wick ordering with respect to the Gaussian structure given by the solu-
tion to the linear problemLu = ξ, see for example [JLM85, AR91, DPD02, DPD03,
DPDT07] and references therein. In many of the problems mentioned above, such a
technique is bound to fail due to the presence of additional subdivergencies. Further-
more, we would like to be able to consider terms likeg1(h)(∂xh)2 in (KPZ) where
g1 is an arbitrary smooth function, so that it is not clear at allwhat a Wick ordering
would mean. Over the past few years, it has transpired that the theory of controlled
rough paths [Lyo98, Gub04, Gub10] could be used in certain situations to provide
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a meaning to the ill-posed nonlinearities arising in a classof Burgers-type equations
[HV11, Hai11, HW13, HMW12], as well as in the KPZ equation [Hai13]. That theory
however is intrinsically a one-dimensional theory, which is why it has so far only been
successfully applied to stochastic evolution equations with one spatial dimension.

In general, the theory of rough paths and its variants do however allow to deal
with processes taking values in an infinite-dimensional space. It has therefore been ap-
plied successfully to stochastic PDEs driven by signals that are very rough in time (i.e.
rougher than white noise), but at the expense of requiring additional spatial regularity
[GT10, CFO11, Tei11].

One very recent attempt to use related ideas in higher dimensions was made in
[GIP12] by using a novel theory of “controlled distributions”. With the help of this
theory, which relies heavily on the use of Bony’s paraproduct, the authors can treat for
example (PAM) (as well as some nonlinear variant thereof) indimensiond = 2. The
present article can be viewed as a far-reaching generalisation of related ideas, in a way
which will become clearer in Section 2 below.

1.2 On regularity structures

The main idea developed in the present work is that of describing the “regularity” of a
function or distribution in a way that is adapted to the problem at hand. Traditionally,
the regularity of a function is measured by its proximity to polynomials. Indeed, we
say that a functionu : Rd → R is of classCα with α > 0 if, for every pointx ∈ Rd, it
is possible to find a polynomialPx such that

|f (y) − Px(y)| . |x− y|α .

What is so special about polynomials? For one, they have verynice algebraic prop-
erties: products of polynomials are again polynomials, andso are their translates and
derivatives. Furthermore, a monomial is a homogeneous function: it behaves at the
origin in a self-similar way under rescalings. The latter property however does rely on
the choice of a base point: the polynomialy 7→ (y − x)k is homogeneous of degree
k when viewed aroundx, but it is made up from a sum of monomials with different
homogeneities when viewed around the origin.

In all of the examples considered in the previous subsection, solutions are expected
to be extremely irregular (at least in the classical sense!), so that polynomials alone are
a very poor model for trying to describe them. However, because of local subcriticality,
one expects the solutions to look at smallest scales like solutions to the corresponding
linear problems, so we are in situations where it might be possible to make a good
“guess” for a much more adequate model allowing to describe the small-scale structure
of solutions.

Remark 1.2 In the particular case of functions of one variable, this point of view has
been advocated by Gubinelli in [Gub04, Gub10] (and to some extent by Davie in
[Dav08]) as a way of interpreting Lyons’s theory of rough paths. (See also [LQ02,
LCL07, FV10b] for some recent monographs surveying that theory.) That theory
does however rely very strongly on the notion of “increments” which is very one-
dimensional in nature and forces one to work with functions,rather than general distri-
butions. In a more subtle way, it also relies on the fact that one-dimensional integration
can be viewed as convolution with the Heaviside function, which is locally constant
away from0, another typically one-dimensional feature.
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This line of reasoning is the motivation behind the introduction of the main novel
abstract structure proposed in this work, which is that of a “regularity structure”. The
precise definition will be given in Definition 2.1 below, but the basic idea is to fix a finite
family of functions (or distributions!) that will play the role of polynomials. Typically,
this family contains all polynomials, but it may contain more than that. A simple way
of formalising this is that one fixes some abstract vector space T where each basis
vector represents one of these distributions. A “Taylor expansion” (or “jet”) is then
described by an elementa ∈ T which, via some “model”Π: T → S ′(Rd), one can
interpret as determining some distributionΠa ∈ S ′(Rd). In the case of polynomials,
T would be the space of abstract polynomials ind commuting indeterminates andΠ
would be the map that realises such an abstract polynomial asan actual function onRd.

As in the case of polynomials, different distributions havedifferent homogeneities
(but these can now be arbitrary real numbers!), so we have a splitting of T into “ho-
mogeneous subspaces”Tα. Again, as in the case of polynomials, the homogeneity of
an elementa describes the behaviour ofΠa around some base point, say the origin0.
Since we want to be able to place this base point at an arbitrary location we also pos-
tulate that one has a family of invertible linear mapsFx : T → T such that ifa ∈ Tα,
thenΠFxa exhibits behaviour “of orderα” (this will be made precise below in the case
of distribution) near the pointx. In this sense, the mapΠx = Π ◦ Fx plays the role
of the “polynomials based atx”, while the mapΓxy = F−1

x ◦ Fy plays the role of a
“translation operator” that allows to rewrite a “jet based at y” into a “jet based atx”.

We will endow the space of all models (Π, F ) as above with a topology that en-
forces the correct behaviour ofΠx near each pointx, and furthermore enforces some
natural notion of regularity of the mapx 7→ Fx. The important remark is that although
this turns the space of models into a complete metric space, it doesnot turn it into a lin-
ear (Banach) space! It is the intrinsic nonlinearity of thisspace which allows to encode
the subtle cancellations that one needs to be able to keep track of in order to treat the
examples mentioned in Section 1.1. Note that the algebraic structure arising in the the-
ory of rough paths (truncated tensor algebra, together withits group-like elements) can
be viewed as one particular example of an abstract regularity structure. The space of
rough paths with prescribed Hölder regularity is then precisely the corresponding space
of models. See Section 4.4 for a more detailed description ofthis correspondence.

1.3 Main results: abstract theory

Let us now expose some of the main abstract results obtained in this article. Unfor-
tunately, since the precise set-up requires a number of rather lengthy definitions, we
cannot give precise statements here. However, we would liketo provide the reader
with a flavour of the theory and refer to the main text for more details.

One of the main novel definitions consists in spacesDγ andDγ
α (see Definition 3.1

and Remark 3.5 below) which are the equivalent in our framework to the usual spaces
Cγ . They are given in terms of a “local Taylor expansion of orderγ” at every point,
together with suitable regularity assumption. Here, the indexγ measures the order of
the expansion, while the indexα (if present) denotes the lowest homogeneity of the
different terms appearing in the expansion. In the case of regular Taylor expansions,
the term with the lowest homogeneity is always the constant term, so one hasα = 0.
However, since we allow elements of negative homogeneity, one can haveα ≤ 0
in general. Unlike the case of regular Taylor expansions where the first term always
consists of the value of the function itself, we are here in a situation where, due to the
fact that our “model” might contain elements that are distributions, it is not clear at all
whether these “jets” can actually be patched together to represent an actual distribution.
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The reconstruction theorem, Theorem 3.10 below, states that this is always the case as
soon asγ > 0. Loosely speaking, it states the following, where we again write Cα for
the Besov spaceBα∞,∞. (Note that with this notationC0 really denotes the spaceL∞,
C1 the space of Lipschitz continuous functions, etc. This is consistent with the usual
notation for non-integer values ofα.)

Theorem 1.3 (Reconstruction)For everyγ > 0 andα ≤ 0, there exists a unique
continuous linear mapR : Dγ

α → Cα(Rd) with the property that, in a neighbourhood
of sizeε around anyx ∈ Rd, Rf is approximated byΠxf (x), the jet described byf (x),
up to an error of orderεγ .

The reconstruction theorem shows that elementsf ∈ Dγ uniquely describe distribu-
tions that are modelled locally on the distributions described byΠxf (x). We therefore
call such an elementf a “modelled distribution”. At this stage, the theory is purely
descriptive: given a model of a regularity structure, it allows to describe a large class of
functions and / or distributions that “locally look like” linear combinations of the ele-
ments in the model. We now argue that it is possible to construct a whole calculus that
makes the theory operational, and in particular sufficiently rich to allow to formulate
and solve large classes of semilinear PDEs.

One of the most important and non-trivial operations required for this is multiplica-
tion. Indeed, one of the much lamented drawbacks of the classical theory of Schwartz
distributions is that there is no canonical way of multiplying them [Sch54]. As a matter
of fact, it is in general not even possible to multiply a distribution with a continuous
function, unless the said function has sufficient regularity.

The way we use here to circumvent this problem is topostulatethe values of the
products between elements of our model. If the regularity structure is sufficiently large
to also contain all of these products (or at least sufficiently many of them in a sense
to be made precise), then one can simply perform a pointwise multiplication of the
jets of two modelled distributions at each point. Our main result in this respect is that,
under some very natural structural assumptions, such a product is again a modelled
distribution. The following is a loose statement of this result, the precise formulation
of which is given in Theorem 4.6 below.

Theorem 1.4 (Multiplication) Let⋆ be a suitable product onT and letf1 ∈ Dγ1
α1

and
f2 ∈ Dγ2

α2
with γi > 0. Setα = α1 + α2 andγ = (γ1 + α2) ∧ (γ2 + α1). Then, the

pointwise productf1 ⋆ f2 belongs toDγ
α.

In the case off ∈ Dγ
0 , all terms in the local expansion have positive homogeneity,

so thatRf is actually a function. It is then of course possible to compose this function
with any smooth functiong. The non-trivial fact is that the new function obtained in
this way does also have a local “Taylor expansion” around every point which is typi-
cally of the same order as for the original functionf . The reason why this statement
is not trivial is that the functionRf does in general not possess much “classical” regu-
larity, so thatRf typically doesnot belong toCγ . Our precise result is the content of
Theorem 4.15 below, which can be stated loosely as follows.

Theorem 1.5 (Smooth functions)Let g : R → R be a smooth function and consider
a regularity structure endowed with a product⋆ satisfying suitable compatibility as-
sumptions. Then, forγ > 0, one can build a mapG : Dγ

0 → Dγ
0 such that the identity

(RG(f ))(x) = g((Rf )(x)) holds for everyx ∈ Rd.
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The final ingredient that is required in any general solutiontheory for semilinear
PDEs consists in some regularity improvement arising from the linear part of the equa-
tion. One of the most powerful class of such statements is given by the Schauder
estimates. In the case of convolution with the Green’s functionG of the Laplacian, the
Schauder estimates state that iff ∈ Cα, thenG ∗ f ∈ Cα+2, unlessα + 2 ∈ N. (In
which case some additional logarithms appear in the modulusof continuity ofG ∗ f .)
One of the main reasons why the theory developed in this article is useful is that such an
estimate still holds whenf ∈ Dα. This is highly non-trivial since it involves “guessing”
an expansion for the local behaviour ofG ∗ Rf up to sufficiently high order. Some-
what surprisingly, it turns out that even though the convolution with G is not a local
operator at all, its action on the local expansion of a function is local, except for those
coefficients that correspond to the usual polynomials.

One way of stating our result is the following, which will be reformulated more
precisely in Theorem 5.12 below.

Theorem 1.6 (Multi-level Schauder estimate)LetK : Rd \ {0} → R be a smooth
kernel with a singularity of orderβ − d at the origin for someβ > 0. Then, under
certain natural assumptions on the regularity structure and the model realising it, and
provided thatγ + β 6∈ N, one can construct forγ > 0 a linear operatorKγ : Dγ

α →
Dγ+β

(α+β)∧0 such that the identity

RKγf = K ∗ Rf ,

holds for everyf ∈ Dγ
α. Here,∗ denotes the usual convolution between two functions

/ distributions.

We call this a “multi-level” Schauder estimate because it isa statement not just
aboutf itself but about every “layer” appearing in its local expansion.

Remark 1.7 The precise formulation of the multi-level Schauder estimate allows to
specify a non-uniform scaling ofRd. This is very useful for example when considering
the heat kernel which scales differently in space and in time. In this case, Theorem 1.6
still holds, but all regularity statements have to be interpreted in a suitable sense. See
Sections 2.3 and 5 below for more details.

At this stage, we appear to possibly rely very strongly on thevarious still unspeci-
fied structural assumptions that are required of the regularity structure and of the model
realising it. The reason why, at least to some extent, this can be “brushed under the rug”
without misleading the reader is the following result, which is a synthesis of Proposi-
tion 4.10 and Theorem 5.14 below.

Theorem 1.8 (Extension theorem)It is always possible to extend a given regularity
structure in such a way that the assumptions implicit in the statements of Theorems 1.4–
1.6 do hold.

Loosely speaking, the idea is then to start with the “canonical” regularity structure
corresponding to classical Taylor expansions and to enlarge it by successively applying
the extension theorem, until it is large enough to allow a closed formulation of the
problem one wishes to study as a fixed point map.



INTRODUCTION 11

1.4 On renormalisation procedures

The main problem with the strategy outlined above is that while the extension of an
abstract regularity structure given by Theorem 1.8 is actually very explicit and rather
canonical, the corresponding extension of the model (Π, F ) is unique (and continuous)
only in the case of the multi-level Schauder theorem and the composition by smooth
functions, butnot in the case of multiplication when some of the homogeneitiesare
strictly negative. This is a reflection of the fact that multiplication between distributions
and functions that are too rough simply cannot be defined in any canonical way [Sch54].
Different non-canonical choices of product then yield truly different solutions, so one
might think that the theory is useless at selecting one “natural” solution process.

If the driving noiseξ in any of the equations from Section 1.1 is replaced by a
smooth approximationξ(ε), then the associated model for the corresponding regularity
structure also consists of smooth functions. In this case, there is of course no prob-
lem in multiplying these functions, and one obtains acanonicalsequence of models
(Π(ε), F (ε)) realising our regularity structure. (See Section 8.2 for details of this con-
struction.) At fixedε, our theory then simply yields some very local description of the
corresponding classical solutions. In some special cases,the sequence (Π(ε), F (ε)) con-
verges to a limit that is independent of the regularisation procedure for a relatively large
class of such regularisations. In particular, due to the symmetry of finite-dimensional
control systems under time reversal, this is often the case in the classical theory of
rough paths, see [Lyo98, CQ02, FV10a].

One important feature of the regularity structures arisingnaturally in the context of
solving semilinear PDEs is that they come with a naturalfinite-dimensionalgroupR
of transformations that act on the space of models. In some examples (we will treat
the case of (Φ4) with d = 3 in Section 10.5 and a generalisation of (PAM) withd = 2
in Section 10.4), one can explicitly exhibit a subgroupR0 of R and a sequence of
elementsMε ∈ R0 such that the “renormalised” sequenceMε(Π(ε), F (ε)) converges to
a finite limiting model (̂Π, F̂ ). In such a case, the set of possible limits is parametrised
by elements ofR0, which in our setting is always just a finite-dimensional nilpotent
Lie group. In the two cases mentioned above, one can furthermore reinterpret solutions
corresponding to the “renormalised” modelMε(Π(ε), F (ε)) as solutions corresponding
to the “bare” model (Π(ε), F (ε)), but for a modified equation.

In this sense,R (or a subgroup thereof) has an interpretation as arenormalisation
groupacting on some space of formal equations, which is a very common viewpoint
in the physics literature. (See for example [Del04] for a short introduction.) This thus
allows to usually reinterpret the objects constructed by our theory as limits of solutions
to equations that are modified by the addition of finitely manydiverging counterterms.
In the case of (PAM) withd = 2, the corresponding renormalisation procedure is essen-
tially a type of Wick ordering and therefore yields the appearance of counterterms that
are very similar in nature to those arising in the Itô-Stratonovich conversion formula for
regular SDEs. (But with the crucial difference that they diverge logarithmically instead
of being constant!) In the case of (Φ4) with d = 3, the situation is much more delicate
because of the appearance of a logarithmic subdivergence “below” the leading order
divergence that cannot be dealt with by a Wick-type renormalisation. For the invari-
ant (Gibbs) measure corresponding to (Φ4), this fact is well-known and had previously
been observed in the context of constructive Euclidean QFT in [Gli68, Fel74, FO76].

Remark 1.9 Symmetries typically play an important role in the analysisof the renor-
malisation groupR. Indeed, if the equation under consideration exhibits somesymme-
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try, at least at a formal level, then it is natural to approximate it by regularised versions
with the same symmetry. This then often places some natural restrictions onR0 ⊂ R,
ensuring that the renormalised version of the equation is still symmetric. For example,
in the case of the KPZ equation, it was already remarked in [Hai13] that regularisation
via a non-symmetric mollifier can cause the appearance in thelimiting solution of an
additional transport term, thus breaking the invariance under left / right reflection. In
Section 1.5.1 below, we will consider a class of equations which, via the chain rule,
is formally invariant under composition by diffeomorphisms. This “symmetry” again
imposes a restriction onR0 ensuring that the renormalised equations again satisfy the
chain rule.

Remark 1.10 If an equation needs to be renormalised in order to have a finite limit,
it typically yields a whole family of limits parametrised byR (or ratherR0 in the
presence of symmetries). Indeed, ifMε(Π(ε), F (ε)) converges to a finite limit andM
is any fixed element ofR0, thenMMε(Π(ε), F (ε)) obviously also converges to a finite
limit. At first sight, this might look like a serious shortcoming of the theory: our
equations still aren’t well-posed after all! It turns out that this state of affairs is actually
very natural. Even the very well-understood situation of one-dimensional SDEs of the
type

dx = f (x) dt+ σ(x) dW (t) , (1.4)

exhibits this phenomena: solutions are different whether we interpret the stochastic
integral as an Itô integral, a Stratonovich integral, etc.In this particular case, one
would haveR ≈ R endowed with addition as its group structure and the action of R
onto the space of equations is given byMc(f, σ) = (f, σ + cσσ′), whereMc ∈ R is
the group element corresponding to the real constantc. Switching between the Itô and
Stratonovich formulations is indeed a transformation of this type withc ∈ {± 1

2
}.

If the equation is driven by more than one Brownian motion, our renormalisation
group increases in size: one now has a choice of stochastic integral for each of the in-
tegrals appearing in the equation. On symmetry grounds however, we would of course
work with the subgroupR0 ⊂ R which corresponds to the same choice for each. If we
additionally exploit the fact that the class of equations (1.4) is formally invariant under
the action of the group of diffeomorphisms ofR (via the chain rule), then we could
reduceR0 further by postulating that the renormalised solutions should also transform
under the classical chain rule. This would then reduceR0 to the trivial group, thus
leading to a “canonical” choice (the Stratonovich integral). In this particular case, we
could of course also have imposed instead that the integral

∫

W dW has no component
in the0th Wiener chaos, thus leading to Wick renormalisation with the Itô integral as a
second “canonical” choice.

1.5 Main results: applications

We now show what kind of convergence results can be obtained by concretely applying
the theory developed in this article to two examples of stochastic PDEs that cannot be
interpreted by any classical means. The precise type of convergence will be detailed in
the main body of the article, but it is essentially a convergence in probability on spaces
of continuous trajectories with values inCα for a suitable (possibly negative) value of
α. A slight technical difficulty arises due to the fact that thelimit processes do not
necessarily have global solutions, but could exhibit blow-ups in finite time. In such
a case, we know that the blow-up time is almost surely strictly positive and we have
convergence “up to the blow-up time”.
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1.5.1 Generalisation of the parabolic Anderson model

First, we consider the following generalisation of (PAM):

∂tu = ∆u+ fij(u) ∂iu ∂ju+ g(u)ξ , u(0) = u0 , (PAMg)

wheref andg are smooth function and summation of the indicesi andj is implicit.
Here,ξ denotes space-time white noise. This notation is of course only formal since
neither the productg(u)ξ, nor the product∂iu ∂ju make any sense classically. Here,
we viewu as a function of timet ≥ 0 and ofx ∈ T2, the two-dimensional torus.

It is then natural to replaceξ by a smooth approximationξε which is given by the
convolution ofξ with a rescaled mollifier̺ . Denote byuε the solution to the equation

∂tuε = ∆uε + fij (uε) (∂iuε ∂juε − δijCεg
2(uε)) + g(uε)(ξε − 2Cεg

′(uε)) , (1.5)

again with initial conditionu0. Then, we have the following result:

Theorem 1.11 Let α ∈ ( 1
2
, 1). There exists a choice of constantsCε such that, for

every initial conditionu0 ∈ Cα(T2), the sequence of solutionsuε to (1.5) converges
to a limit u. Furthermore, there is an explicit constantK̺ depending on̺ such that if
one setsCε = − 1

π logε+K̺, then the limit obtained in this way is independent of the
choice of mollifier̺ .

Proof. This is a combination of Corollary 9.3 (well-posedness of the abstract formu-
lation of the equation), Theorem 10.19 (convergence of the renormalised models to a
limiting model) and Proposition 9.4 (identification of the renormalised solutions with
(1.5)). The explicit value of the constantCε is given in (10.32).

Remark 1.12 In the casef = 0, this result has recently been obtained by different
(though related in spirit) techniques in [GIP12].

Remark 1.13 Since solutions might blow up in finite time, the notion of convergence
considered here is to fix some large cut-offL > 0 and terminal timeT and to stop the
solutionsuε as soon as‖uε(t)‖α ≥ L, and similarly for the limiting processu. The
convergence is then convergence in probability inCα

s
([0, T ] × T2) for the stopped pro-

cess. Here elements inCαs areα-Hölder continuous in space andα
2

-Hölder continuous
in time, see Definition 2.14 below.

Remark 1.14 Since we do not impose any bounds on the various coefficients appear-
ing in (PAMg), solutions may blow up in finite time. In this case, convergence holds
until the blow-up time of the limit, which is strictly positive.

Remark 1.15 It is lengthy but straightforward to verify that the additional diverging
terms in the renormalised equation (1.5) are precisely suchthat if ψ : R → R is a
smooth diffeomorphism, thenvε

def
= ψ(uε) solves again an equation of the type (1.5).

Furthermore, this equation is precisely the renormalised version of the equation that
one obtains by just formally applying the chain rule to (PAMg)! This gives a rigorous
justification of the chain rule for (PAMg). In the case (KPZ),one expects a similar
phenomenon, which would then allow to interpret the Cole-Hopf transform rigorously
as a particular case of a general change of variables formula.
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1.5.2 The dynamicalΦ4
3 model

A similar convergence result can be obtained for (Φ4). This time, the renormalised
equation takes the form

∂tuε = ∆uε + Cεuε − u3ε + ξε , (1.6)

whereuε is a function of timet ≥ 0 and spacex ∈ T3, the three-dimensional torus.
It turns out that the simplest class of approximating noise is to consider a space-time
mollifier ̺(x, t) and to setξε

def
= ξ ∗ ̺ε, where̺ε is the rescaled mollifier given by

̺ε(x, t) = ε−5̺(x/ε, t/ε2).
With this notation, we then have the following convergence result, which is the

content of Section 10.5 below.

Theorem 1.16 Letα ∈ (− 2
3
,− 1

2
). There exists a choice of constantsCε such that, for

every initial conditionu0 ∈ Cα(T3), the sequence of solutionsuε converges to a limit
u. Furthermore, ifCε are chosen suitably, then this limit is again independent ofthe
choice of mollifierϕ.

Proof. This time, the statement is a consequence of Proposition 9.8(well-posedness
of the abstract formulation), Theorem 10.22 (convergence of the renormalised models)
and Proposition 9.10 (identification of renormalised solutions with (1.6)).

Remark 1.17 It turns out that the limiting solutionu is almost surely a continuous
function in time with values inCα(T3). The notion of convergence is then as in Re-
mark 1.13. Here, we wrote againCα as a shorthand for the Besov spaceBα∞,∞.

Remark 1.18 As already noted in [Fel74] (but for a slightly different regularisation
procedure, which is more natural for the static version of the model considered there),
the correct choice of constantsCε is of the form

Cε =
C1

ε
+ C2 logε+ C3 ,

whereC1 andC3 depend on the choice of̺ in a way that is explicitly computable, and
the constantC2 is independent of the choice of̺. It is the presence of this additional
logarithmic divergence that makes the analysis of (Φ4) highly non-trivial. In particular,
it was recently remarked in [ALZ06] that this seems to rule out the use of Dirichlet
form techniques for interpreting (Φ4).

Remark 1.19 Again, we do not claim that the solutions constructed here are global.
Indeed, the convergence holds in the spaceC([0, T ], Cα), but only up to some possibly
finite explosion time. It is very likely that one can show thatthe solutions are global
for almost every choice of initial condition, where “almostevery” refers to the measure
built in [Fel74]. This is because that measure is expected tobe invariant for the limiting
process constructed in Theorem 1.16.

1.5.3 General methodology

Our methodology for proving the kind of convergence resultsmentioned above is the
following. First, given a locally subcritical SPDE of the type (1.2), we build a reg-
ularity structureTF which takes into account the structure of the nonlinearityF (as
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well as the regularity index of the driving noise and the local scaling properties of the
linear operatorL), together with a classMF of “admissible models” onTF which are
defined using the abstract properties ofTF and the Green’s function ofL. The general
construction of such a structure is performed in Section 8. We then also build a nat-
ural “lift map” Z : C(Rd) → MF (see Section 8.2), whered is the dimension of the
underlying space-time, as well as an abstract solution mapS : Cα × MF → Dγ , with
the property thatRS(u0, Z(ξε)) yields the classical (local) solution to (1.2) with initial
conditionu0 and noiseξε. Here,R is the “reconstruction operator” already mentioned
earlier. A general result showing thatS can be built for “most” subcritical semilinear
evolution problems is provided in Section 7. This relies fundamentally on the multi-
level Schauder estimate of Section 5, as well as the results of Section 6 dealing with
singular modelled distributions, which is required in order to deal with the behaviour
near time0.

The main feature of this construction is that both the abstract solution mapS and
the reconstruction operatorR are continuous. In most cases of interest they are even
locally Lipschitz continuous in a suitable sense. Note thatwe made a rather serious
abuse of notation here, since the very definition of the spaceDγ does actually depend
on the particular modelZ(ξε)! This will not bother us unduly since one could very
easily remedy this by having the target space be “MF ⋉ Dγ”, with the understanding
that each “fiber”Dγ is modelled on the corresponding model inMF . The mapS
would then simply act as the identity onMF .

Finally, we show that it is possible to find a sequence of elementsMε ∈ R such
that the sequence of renormalised modelsMεZ(ξε) converge to some limiting model
Ẑ and we identifyRS(u0,MεZ(ξε)) with the classical solution to a modified equation.
The proof of this fact is the only part of the whole theory which is not “automated”,
but has to be performed by hand for each class of problems. However, if two problems
give rise to the same structureMF and are based on the same linear operatorL, then
they can be treated with the same procedure, since it is only the details of the solution
mapS that change from one problem to the other. We treat two classes of problems in
detail in Sections 9 and 10. Section 10 also contains a quite general toolbox that is very
useful for treating the renormalisation of many equations with Gaussian driving noise.

1.6 Alternative theories

Before we proceed to the meat of this article, let us give a quick review of some of the
main existing theories allowing to make sense of products ofdistributions. For each of
these theories, we will highlight the differences with the theory of regularity structures.

1.6.1 Bony’s paraproduct

Denoting by∆jf thejth Paley-Littlewood block of a distributionf , one can define the
bilinear operators

π<(f, g) =
∑

i<j−1

∆if∆jg , π>(f, g) = π<(g, f ) , πo(f, g) =
∑

|i−j|≤1

∆if∆jg ,

so that, at least formally, one hasfg = π<(f, g)+π>(f, g)+πo(f, g). (See [Bon81] for
the original article and some applications to the analysis of solutions to fully nonlinear
PDEs, as well as the monograph and review article [BCD11, BMN10]. The notation
of this section is borrowed from the recent work [GIP12].) Itturns out thatπ< andπ>
make sense foranytwo distributionsf andg. Furthermore, iff ∈ Cα andg ∈ Cβ with
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α+ β > 0, then

π<(f, g) ∈ Cβ , π>(f, g) ∈ Cα , πo(f, g) ∈ Cα+β , (1.7)

so that one has a gain of regularity there, but one does again encounter a “barrier” at
α+ β = 0.

The idea exploited in [GIP12] is to consider a “model distribution” η and to con-
sider “controlled distributions” of the type

f = π<(fη, η) + f ♯ ,

where bothfη andf ♯ are more regular thanη. The construction is such that, at small
scales, irregularities off “look like” irregularities ofη. The hope is then that iff is
controlled byη, g is controlled byζ, and one knows of a renormalisation procedure
allowing to make sense of the productηζ (by using tools from stochastic analysis for
example), then one can also give a consistent meaning to the productfg. This is the
philosophy that was implemented in [GIP12, Theorems 9 and 31].

This approach is very close to the one taken in the present work, and indeed it is
possible to recover the results of [GIP12] in the context of regularity structures, mod-
ulo slight modifications in the precise rigorous formulation of the convergence results.
There are also some formal similarities: compare for example (1.7) with the bounds on
each of the three terms appearing in (4.4). The main philosophical difference is that the
approach presented here is very local in nature, as opposed to the more global approach
used in Bony’s paraproduct. It is also more general, allowing for an arbitrary number
of controls which do themselves have small-scale structures that are linked to each
other. As a consequence, the current work also puts a strong emphasis on the highly
non-trivial algebraic structures underlying our construction. In particular, we allow for
rather sophisticated renormalisation procedures going beyond the usual Wick ordering,
which is something that is required in several of the examples presented above.

1.6.2 Colombeau’s generalised functions

In the early eighties, Colombeau introduced an algebraG (Rd) of generalised functions
on Rd (or an open subset thereof) with the property thatS ′(Rd) ⊂ G (Rd) whereS ′

denotes the usual Schwartz distributions [Col83, Col84]. Without entering into too
much detail,G (Rd) is essentially defined as the set of smooth functions fromS(Rd),
the set of Schwartz test functions, intoR, quotiented by a certain natural equivalence
relation.

Some (but not all) generalised functions have an “associated distribution”. In other
words, the theory comes with a kind of “projection operator”P : G (Rd) → S ′(Rd)
which is a left inverse for the injectionι : S ′(Rd) →֒ G (Rd). However, it is important
to note that the domain of definition ofP is notall of G (Rd). Furthermore, the product
in G (Rd) behaves as one would expect on the images of objects that onewould clas-
sically know how to multiply. For example, iff andg are continuous functions, then
P ((ιf )(ιg)) = fg. The same holds true iff is a smooth function andg is a distribution.

There are some similarities between the theory of regularity structures and that of
Colombeau generalised functions. For example, just like elements inG , elements in
the spacesDα (see Definition 3.1 below) contain more information than what is strictly
required in order to reconstruct the corresponding distribution. The theory of regularity
structures involves a reconstruction operatorR, which plays a very similar role to
the operatorP from the theory of Colombeau’s generalised functions by allowing to
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discard that additional information. Also, both theories allow to provide a rigorous
mathematical interpretation of some of the calculations performed in the context of
quantum field theory.

One major difference between the two theories is that the theory of regularity struc-
tures has more flexibility built in. Indeed, it allows some freedom in the definition
of the product between elements of the “model” used for performing the local Tay-
lor expansions. This allows to account for the fact that taking limits along different
smooth approximations might in general yield different answers. (A classical example
is the fact that sin(x/ε) → 0 in any reasonable topology where it does converge, while
sin2(x/ε) → 1/2. More sophisticated effects of this kind can easily be encoded in a
regularity structure, but are invisible to the theory of Colombeau’s generalised func-
tions.) This could be viewed as a disadvantage of the theory of regularity structures: it
requires substantially more effort on the part of the “user”in order to specify the the-
ory completely in a given example. Also, there isn’t just “one” regularity structure: the
precise algebraic structure that is suitable for analysinga given problem does depend a
lot on the problem in question. However, we will see in Section 8 that there is a general
procedure allowing to build a large class of regularity structures arising in the analysis
of semilinear SPDEs in a unified way.

1.6.3 White noise analysis

One theory that in principle allows to give some meaning to (Φ4), (PAM), and (SNS)
(but to the best of the author’s knowledge not to (PAMg) or (KPZ) with non-constant
coefficients) is the theory of “white noise analysis” (WNA),exposed for example in
[HØUZ10] (see also [Hid75, HP90] for some of the earlier works). For example,
the case of the stochastic Navier-Stokes equations has beenconsidered in [MR04],
while the case of a stochastic version of the nonlinear heat equation was considered in
[BDP97]. Unfortunately, WNA has a number of severe drawbacks that are not shared
by the theory of regularity structures:

• Solutions in the WNA sense typically do not consist of randomvariables but of
“Hida distributions”. As a consequence, only some suitablemoments are obtained
by this theory, but no actual probability distributions and/ or random variables.

• Solutions in the WNA sense are typicallynot obtained as limits of classical solu-
tions to some regularised version of the problem. As a consequence, their physical
interpretation is unclear. As a matter of fact, it was shown in [Cha00] that the WNA
solution to the KPZ equation exhibits a physically incorrect large-time behaviour,
while the Cole-Hopf solution (which can also be obtained viaa suitable regularity
structure, see [Hai13]) is the physically relevant solution [BG97].

There are exceptions to these two rules (usually when the only ill-posed product is of
the formF (u) · ξ with ξ some white noise, and the problem is parabolic), and in such
cases the solutions obtained by the theory of regularity structures typically “contain”
the solutions obtained by WNA. On the other hand, white noiseanalysis (or, in general,
the Wiener chaos decomposition of random variables) is a very useful tool when build-
ing explicit models associated to a Gaussian noise. This will be exploited in Section 10
below.
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1.6.4 Rough paths

The theory of rough paths was originally developed in [Lyo98] in order to interpret
solutions to controlled differential equations of the type

dY (t) = F (Y ) dX(t) ,

whereX : R+ → Rm is an irregular function andF : Rd → Rdm is a sufficiently reg-
ular collection of vector fields onRd. This can be viewed as an instance of the general
problem (1.1) if we setL = ∂t andξ = dX

dt , which is now a rather irregular distribution.
It turns out that, in the case of Hölder-regular rough paths, the theory of rough paths
can be recast into our framework. It can then be interpreted as one particular class of
regularity structures (one for each pair (α,m), wherem is the dimension of the rough
path andα its index of Hölder regularity), with the corresponding space of rough paths
being identified with the associated space of models. Indeed, the theory of rough paths,
and particularly the theory of controlled rough paths as developed in [Gub04, Gub10],
was one major source of inspiration of the present work. See Section 4.4 below for
more details on the link between the two theories.

1.7 Notations

Given a distributionξ and a test functionϕ, we will use indiscriminately the notations
〈ξ, ϕ〉 andξ(ϕ) for the evaluation ofξ againstϕ. We will also sometimes use the abuse
of notation

∫

ϕ(x) ξ(x) dx or
∫

ϕ(x) ξ(dx).
Throughout this article, we will always work with multiindices onRd. A multiin-

dexk is given by a vector (k1, . . . , kd) with eachki ≥ 0 a positive integer. Forx ∈ Rd,
we then writexk as a shorthand forxk11 · · ·xkdd . The same notation will still be used
whenX ∈ T d for some algebraT . For a sufficiently regular functiong : Rd → R, we
write Dkg(x) as a shorthand for∂k1x1

· · ·∂kdxdg(x). We also writek! as a shorthand for
k1! · · · kd!.

Finally, we will writea∧ b for the minimum ofa andb anda∨ b for the maximum.
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2 Abstract regularity structures

We start by introducing the abstract notion of a “regularitystructure”, which was al-
ready mentioned in a loose way in the introduction, and whichpermeates the entirety
of this work.

Definition 2.1 A regularity structureT = (A, T,G) consists of the following ele-
ments:

• An index setA ⊂ R such that0 ∈ A, A is bounded from below, andA is locally
finite.
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• A model spaceT , which is a graded vector spaceT =
⊕

α∈A Tα, with eachTα a
Banach space. Furthermore,T0 ≈ R and its unit vector is denoted by1.

• A structure groupG of linear operators acting onT such that, for everyΓ ∈ G,
everyα ∈ A, and everya ∈ Tα, one has

Γa− a ∈
⊕

β<α

Tβ . (2.1)

Furthermore,Γ1 = 1 for everyΓ ∈ G.

Remark 2.2 It will sometimes be an advantage to considerG as an abstract group,
together with a representationΓ of G onT . This point of view will be very natural in
the construction of Section 7 below. We will then sometimes use the notationg ∈ G
for the abstract group element, andΓg for the corresponding linear operator. For the
moment however, we identify elements ofG directly with linear operators onT in
order to reduce the notational overhead.

Remark 2.3 Recall that the elements ofT =
⊕

α∈A Tα arefinite series of the type
a =

∑

α∈A aα with aα ∈ Tα. All the operations that we will construct in the sequel
will then make sense component by component.

Remark 2.4 A good analogy to have in mind is the space of all polynomials,which
will be explored in detail in Section 2.2 below. In line with this analogy, we say that
Tα consists of elements that arehomogeneousof orderα. In the particular case of
polynomials in commuting indeterminates our theory boils down to the very familiar
theory of Taylor expansions onRd, so that the reader might find it helpful to read the
present section and Section 2.2 in parallel to help build an intuition. The reader famil-
iar with the theory of rough paths [Lyo98] will also find it helpful to simultaneously
read Section 4.4 which shows how the theory of rough paths (aswell as the theory of
“branched rough paths” [Gub10]) fits within our framework.

The idea behind this definition is thatT is a space whose elements describe the
“jet” or “local expansion” of a function (or distribution!)f at any given point. One
should then think ofTα as encoding the information required to describef locally
“at orderα” in the sense that, at scaleε, elements ofTα describe fluctuations of size
εα. This interpretation will be made much clearer below, but atan intuitive level it
already shows that a regularity structure withA ⊂ R+ will describe functions, while a
regularity structure withA 6⊂ R+ will also be able to describe distributions.

The role of the structure groupG will be to translate coefficients from a local ex-
pansion around a given point into coefficients for an expansion around a different point.
Keeping in line with the analogy of Taylor expansions, the coefficients of a Taylor
polynomial are just given by the partial derivatives of the underlying functionϕ at
some pointx. However, in order to compare the Taylor polynomial atx with the Tay-
lor polynomial aty, it is not such a good idea to compare the coefficients themselves.
Instead, it is much more natural to first translate the first polynomial by the quantity
y − x. In the case of polynomials onRd, the structure groupG will therefore simply
be given byRd with addition as its group property, but we will see that non-abelian
structure groups arise naturally in more general situations. (For example, the structure
group is non-Abelian in the theory of rough paths.)
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Before we proceed to a study of some basic properties of regularity structures, let
us introduce a few notations. For an elementa ∈ T , we writeQαa for the component
of a in Tα and‖a‖α = ‖Qαa‖ for its norm. We also use the shorthand notations

T+
α =

⊕

γ≥α

Tγ , T−
α =

⊕

γ<α

Tγ , (2.2)

with the conventions thatT+
α = {0} if α > maxA andT−

α = {0} if α ≤ minA. We
furthermore denote byL−

0 (T ) the space of all operatorsL onT such thatLa ∈ T−
α for

a ∈ Tα and byL− the set of operatorsL such thatL− 1 ∈ L−
0 , so thatG ⊂ L−.

The condition thatΓa − a ∈ T−
α for a ∈ Tα, together with the fact that the index

setA is bounded from below, implies that, for everyα ∈ A there existsn > 0 such
that (Γ − 1)nTα = 0 for everyΓ ∈ G. In other words,G is necessarily nilpotent. In
particular, one can define a function log: G→ L−

0 by

logΓ =

n
∑

k=1

(−1)k+1

k
(Γ− 1)k . (2.3)

Conversely, one can define an exponential map exp: L−
0 → L− by its Taylor series,

and one has the rather unsurprising identityΓ = exp(logΓ). As usual in the theory of
Lie groups, we writeg = logG as a shorthand.

A useful definition will be the following:

Definition 2.5 Given a regularity structure as above and someα ≤ 0, a sectorV of
regularityα is a graded subspaceV =

⊕

β∈A Vβ with Vβ ⊂ Tβ having the following
properties.

• One hasVβ = {0} for everyβ < α.

• The spaceV is invariant underG, i.e.ΓV ⊂ V for everyΓ ∈ G.

• For everyα ∈ A, there exists a complementV̄α ⊂ Tα such thatTα is given by the
direct sumTα = Vα ⊕ V̄α.

A sector of regularity0 is also calledfunction-likefor reasons that will become clear in
Section 3.4.

Remark 2.6 The regularity of a sector will always be less or equal to zero. In the case
of the regularity structure generated by polynomials for example, any non-trivial sector
has regularity0 since it always has to contain the element1. See Corollary 3.16 below
for a justification of this terminology.

Remark 2.7 Given a sectorV , we can defineAV ⊂ A as the set of indicesα such
thatVα 6= {0}. If α > 0, our definitions then ensure thatTV = (V,AV , G) is again a
regularity structure withTV ⊂ T . (See below for the meaning of such an inclusion.)
It is then natural to talk about a subsectorW ⊂ V if W is a sector forTV .

Remark 2.8 Two natural non-empty sectors are given byT0 = span{1} and byTα
with α = minA. In both cases,G automatically acts on them in a trivial way. Further-
more, as an immediate consequence of the definitions, given asectorV of regularityα
and a real numberγ > α, the spaceV ∩ T−

γ is again a sector of regularityα.

In the case of polynomials onRd, typical examples of sectors would be given by
the set of polynomials depending only on some subset of the variables or by the set of
polynomials of some fixed degree.
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2.1 Basic properties of regularity structures

The smallest possible regularity structure is given byT0 = ({0},R, {1}), where{1}
is the trivial group consisting only of the identity operator, and with1 = 1. This
“trivial” regularity structure is the smallest possible structure that accommodates the
local information required to describe an arbitrary continuous function, i.e. simply the
value of the function at each point.

The set of all regularity structures comes with a natural partial order. Given two
regularity structuresT = (A, T,G) andT̄ = (Ā, T̄ , Ḡ) we say thatT containsT̄
and writeT̄ ⊂ T if the following holds.

• One hasĀ ⊂ A.

• There is an injectionι : T̄ → T such that, for everyα ∈ Ā, one hasι(T̄α) ⊂ Tα.

• The spaceι(T̄ ) is invariant underG and the mapj : G → L(T̄ ) defined by the
identityjΓ = ι−1Γι is a faithful group homomorphism fromG to Ḡ.

With this definition, one hasT0 ⊂ T for every regularity structureT , with ι1 = 1
andj given by the trivial homomorphism.

One can also define the product̂T = T ⊗ T̄ of two regularity structuresT =
(A, T,G) andT̄ = (Ā, T̄ , Ḡ) by T̂ = (Â, T̂ , Ĝ) with

• Â = A+ Ā,

• T̂ =
⊕

(α,β) Tα ⊗ T̄β andT̂γ =
⊕

α+β=γ Tα ⊗ T̄β, where both sums run over
pairs (α, β) ∈ A× Ā,

• Ĝ = G⊗ Ḡ,

Setting1̂ = 1 ⊗ 1̄ (where1 and 1̄ are the unit elements ofT andT̄ respectively),
it is easy to verify that this definition satisfies all the required axioms for a regularity
structure. If the individual components ofT and / orT̄ are infinite-dimensional, this
construction does of course rely on choices of tensor products forTα ⊗ T̄β.

Remark 2.9 One has bothT ⊂ T ⊗ T̄ andT̄ ⊂ T ⊗ T̄ with obvious inclusion
maps. Furthermore, one hasT ⊗ T0 ≈ T for the trivial regularity structureT0.

2.2 The polynomial regularity structure

One very important example to keep in mind for the abstract theory of regularity struc-
tures presented in the main part of this article is that generated by polynomials ind
commuting variables. In this case, we simply recover the usual theory of Taylor expan-
sions / regular functions inRd. However, it is still of interest since it helps building our
intuition and provides a nicely unified way of treating regular functions with different
scalings.

In this case, the model spaceT consists of all abstract polynomials ind indeter-
minates. More precisely, we haved “dummy variables”{Xi}di=1 andT consists of
polynomials inX . Given a multiindexk = (k1, . . . , kd), we will use throughout this
article the shorthand notation

Xk def
= Xk1

1 · · ·Xkd
d .

Finally, we denote by1 = X0 the “empty” monomial.
In general, we will be interested in situations where different variables come with

different degrees of homogeneity. A good example to keep in mind is that of parabolic
equations, where the linear operator is given by∂t −∆, with the Laplacian acting on
the spatial coordinates. By homogeneity, it is then naturalto make powers oft “count
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double”. In order to implement this classical idea, we assume from now on that we fix
a scalings ∈ Nd of Rd, which is simply a vector of strictly positive relatively prime
integers. The Euclidean scaling is simply given bysc = (1, . . . , 1).

Given such a scaling, we defined the “scaled degree” of a multiindexk by

|k|s =
d

∑

i=1

si ki . (2.4)

With this notation we define, for everyn ∈ N, the subspaceTn ⊂ T by

Tn = span{Xk : |k|s = n} .

For a monomialP of the typeP (X) = Xk, we then refer to|k|s as the scaled degree
of P . SettingA = N, we have thus constructed the first two components of a regularity
structure.

Our structure comes with a natural model, which is given by the concrete realisation
of an abstract polynomial as a function onRd. More precisely, for everyx ∈ Rd, we
have a natural linear mapΠx : T → C∞(Rd) given by

(ΠxX
k)(y) = (y − x)k . (2.5)

In other words, given any “abstract polynomial”P (X), Πx realises it as a concrete
polynomial onRd based at the pointx.

This suggests that there is a natural action ofRd onT which simply shifts the base
pointx. This is precisely the action that is described by the groupG which is the last
ingredient missing to obtain a regularity structure. As an abstract group,G will simply
be a copy ofRd endowed with addition as its group operation. For anyh ∈ Rd ≈ G,
the action ofΓh on an abstract polynomial is then given by

(ΓhP )(X) = P (X + h) .

It is obvious from our notation that one has the identities

Γh ◦ Γh̄ = Γh+h̄ , Πx+hΓh = Πx ,

which will play a fundamental role in the sequel.
The triple (N, T,G) constructed in this way thus defines a regularity structure,

which we callTd,s. (It depends on the scalings only in the way thatT is split into
subspaces, sos does not explicitly appear in the definition ofTd,s.)

In this construction, the spaceT comes with more structure than just that of a
regularity structure. Indeed, it comes with a natural multiplication⋆ given by

(P ⋆ Q)(X) = P (X)Q(X) .

It is then straightforward to verify that this representation satisfies the properties that

• ForP ∈ Tm andQ ∈ Tn, one hasP ⋆ Q ∈ Tm+n.

• The element1 is neutral for⋆.

• For everyh ∈ Rd andP,Q ∈ T , one hasΓh(P ⋆ Q) = ΓhP ⋆ ΓhQ.

Furthermore, there exists a natural element〈1, · 〉 in the dual ofT which consists of
formally evaluating the corresponding polynomial at the origin. More precisely, one
sets〈1, Xk〉 = δk,0.
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As a space of polynomials,T arises naturally as the space in which the Taylor
expansion of a functionϕ : Rd → R takes values. Given a smooth functionϕ : Rd → R
and an integerℓ ≥ 0, we can “lift” ϕ in a natural way toT by computing its Taylor
expansion of order less thanℓ at each point. More precisely, we set

(Tℓϕ)(x) =
∑

|k|s<ℓ

Xk

k!
Dkϕ(x) ,

where, for a given multiindexk = (k1, . . . , kd), Dkϕ stands as usual for the partial
derivative∂k11 · · ·∂kdd ϕ(x). It then follows immediately from the general Leibnitz rule
that forCℓ functions,Tℓ is “almost” an algebra morphism, in the sense that in addition
to being linear, one has

Tℓ(ϕ · ψ)(x) = Tℓϕ(x) ⋆ Tℓψ(x) +R(x) , (2.6)

where the remainderR(x) is a sum of homogeneous terms of scaled degree strictly
greater thanℓ.

We conclude this subsection by defining the classesCαs of functions that areCα with
respect to a given scalings. Recall that, forα ∈ (0, 1], the classCα of “usual”α-Hölder
continuous functions is given by those functionsf such that|f (x) − f (y)| . |x− y|α,
uniformly overx andy in any compact set. For anyα > 1, we can then defineCα
recursively as consisting of functions that are continuously differentiable and such that
each directional derivative belongs toCα−1.

Remark 2.10 ! In order to keep our notations consistent, we have slightly strayed
from the usual conventions by declaring a function to be of classC1 even if it is only
Lipschitz continuous. A similar abuse of notation will be repeated for all positive
integers, and this will be the case throughout this article.

Remark 2.11 We could have defined the spacesCα for α ∈ [0, 1) (note the missing
point1!) similarly as above, but replacing the bound onf (x) − f (y) by

lim
|h|→0

|f (x+ h) − f (x)|/|h|α = 0 , (2.7)

imposing uniformity of the convergence forx in any compact set. If we extended this
definition toα ≥ 1 recursively as above, this would coincide with the usual spacesCk
for integerk, but the resulting spaces would be slightly smaller than theHölder spaces
for non-integer values. (In fact, they would then coincide with the closure of smooth
functions under theα-Hölder norm.) Since the bound (2.7) includes a supremum and
a limit rather than just a supremum, we prefer to stick with the definition given above.

Keeping this characterisation in mind, one nice feature of the regularity structure
just described is that it provides a very natural “direct” characterisation ofCα for any
α > 0 without having to resort to an inductive construction. Indeed, in the case of
the classical Euclidean scalings = (1, . . . , 1), we have the following result, where for
a ∈ T , we denote by‖a‖m the norm of the component ofa in Tm.

Lemma 2.12 A functionϕ : Rd → R is of classCα with α > 0 if and only if there
exists a function̂ϕ : Rd → T such that〈1, ϕ̂(x)〉 = ϕ(x) and such that

‖ϕ̂(x+ h) − Γhϕ̂(x)‖m . |h|α−m , (2.8)

uniformly overm < α, |h| ≤ 1 andx in any compact set.
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Proof. Forα ∈ (0, 1], (2.8) is just a rewriting of the definition ofCα. For the general
case, denote byDα the space ofT -valued functions such that (2.8) holds. Denote
furthermore byDi : T → T the linear map defined byDiXj = δij1 and extended to
higher powers ofX by the Leibniz rule. For̂ϕ ∈ Dα with α > 1, we then have that:

• The bound (2.8) form = 0 implies thatϕ = 〈1, ϕ̂〉 is differentiable atx with ith
directional derivative given by∂iϕ(x) = 〈1,Diϕ̂(x)〉.

• The casem = 1 implies that the derivative∂iϕ is itself continuous.

• Since the operatorsDi commute withΓh for everyh, one hasDiϕ ∈ Dα−1 for
everyi ∈ {1, . . . , d}.

The claim then follows at once from the fact that this is precisely the recursive charac-
terisation of the spacesCα.

This now provides a very natural generalisation of Hölder spaces of arbitrary order
to non-Euclidean scalings. Indeed, to a scalings of Rd, we can naturally associate the
metricds onRd given by

ds(x, y)
def
=

d
∑

i=1

|xi − yi|1/si . (2.9)

We will also use in the sequel the notation|s| = s1 + . . .+ sd, which plays the role of
a dimension. Indeed, with respect to the metricds, the unit ball inRd is easily seen to
have Hausdorff dimension|s| rather thand. Even though the right hand side of (2.9)
does not define a norm (it is not1-homogeneous, at least not in the usual sense), we
will usually use the notationds(x, y) = ‖x− y‖s.

Remark 2.13 It may occasionally be more convenient to use a metric with the same
scaling properties asds which is smooth away from the origin. In this case, one can for
example takep = 2 lcm(s1, . . . , sd) and set

d̃s(x, y)
def
=

(

d
∑

i=1

|xi − yi|p/si
)1/p

.

It is easy to see that̃ds andds are equivalent in the sense that they are bounded by fixed
multiples of each other. In the Euclidean setting,ds would be theℓ1 distance, whilẽds
would be theℓ2 distance.

With this notation at hand, and in view of Lemma 2.12, the following definition is
very natural:

Definition 2.14 Given a scalings onRd andα > 0, we say that a functionϕ : Rd → R
is of classCα

s
if there exists a function̂ϕ : Rd → T with 〈1, ϕ̂(x)〉 = ϕ(x) for everyx

and such that, for every compact setK ⊂ Rd, one has

‖ϕ̂(x+ h) − Γhϕ̂(x)‖m . ‖h‖α−ms , (2.10)

uniformly overm < α, ‖h‖s ≤ 1 andx ∈ K.

Remark 2.15 One can verify that the mapx 7→ ‖x‖α
s

is in Cα
s

for α ∈ (0, 1]. Another
well-known example [Wal86, Hai09] is that the solutions to the additive stochastic heat
equation on the real line belong toCα

s
(R2) for everyα < 1

2
, provided that the scalings

is the parabolic scalings = (2, 1). (Here, the first component is the time direction.)
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Remark 2.16 The choice ofϕ̂ in Definition 2.14 is essentially unique in the sense
that any two choiceŝϕ1 and ϕ̂2 satisfyQℓϕ̂1(x) = Qℓϕ̂2(x) for everyx and every
ℓ < α. (Recall thatQℓ is the projection ontoTℓ.) This is because, similarly to the
proof of Lemma 2.12, one can show that the components inTℓ have to coincide with
the corresponding directional derivatives ofϕ atx, and that, if (2.10) is satisfied locally
uniformly in x, these directional derivatives exist and are continuous.

2.3 Models for regularity structures

In this section, we introduce the key notion of a “model” for aregularity structure,
which was already alluded to several times in the introduction. Essentially, a model
associates to each “abstract” element inT a “concrete” function or distribution onRd.
In the above example, such a model was given by an interplay ofthe mapsΠx that
would associate toa ∈ T a polynomial onRd centred aroundx, and the mapsΓh that
allow to translate the polynomial in question to any other point in Rd.

This is the structure that we are now going to generalise and this is where our
theory departs significantly from the theory of jets, as our model will typically contain
elements that are extremely irregular. If we take again the case of the polynomial
regularity structures as our guiding principle, we note that the indexα ∈ A describes
the speed at which functions of the formΠxa with a ∈ Tα vanish nearx. The action of
Γ is then necessary in order to ensure that this behaviour is the same at every point. In
general, elements in the image ofΠx are distributions and not functions and the index
α can be negative, so how do we describe the behaviour near a point?

One natural answer to this question is to test the distribution in question against
approximations to a delta function and to quantify this behaviour. Given a scalings,
we thus define scaling maps

Sδs : Rd → Rd , Sδs (x1, . . . , xd) = (δ−s1x1, . . . , δ
−sdxd) . (2.11)

These scaling maps yield in a natural way a family of isometries onL1(Rd) by

(Sδ
s,xϕ)(y)

def
= δ−|s|ϕ(Sδ

s
(y − x)) . (2.12)

They are also the natural scalings under which‖ · ‖s behaves like a norm in the sense
that‖Sδsx‖s = δ−1‖x‖s. Note now that ifP is a monomial of scaled degreeℓ ≥ 0 over
Rd (where the scaled degree simply means that the monomialxi has degreesi rather
than1) andϕ : Rd → R is a compactly supported function, then we have the identity

∫

P (y − x)(Sδs,xϕ)(y) dy =
∫

P (δs1z1, . . . , δ
sdzd)ϕ(z) dz

= δℓ
∫

P (z)ϕ(z) dz . (2.13)

Following the philosophy of taking the case of polynomials /Taylor expansions as our
source of inspiration, this simple calculation motivates the following definition.

Definition 2.17 A modelfor a given regularity structureT = (A, T,G) on Rd with
scalings consists of the following elements:

• A mapΓ: Rd × Rd → G such thatΓxx = 1, the identity operator, and such that
Γxy Γyz = Γxz for everyx, y, z in Rd.

• A collection of continuous linear mapsΠx : T → S ′(Rd) such thatΠy = Πx ◦Γxy
for everyx, y ∈ Rd.
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Furthermore, for everyγ > 0 and every compact setK ⊂ Rd, there exists a constant
Cγ,K such that the bounds

|(Πxa)(Sδ
s,xϕ)| ≤ Cγ,K‖a‖δℓ , ‖Γxya‖m ≤ Cγ,K‖a‖ ‖x− y‖ℓ−m

s
, (2.14)

hold uniformly over allx, y ∈ K, all δ ∈ (0, 1], all test functionsϕ : Bs(0, 1) → R with
‖ϕ‖Cr ≤ 1, all ℓ ∈ A with ℓ < γ, all m < ℓ, and alla ∈ Tℓ. Here,r is the smallest
integer such thatℓ > −r for everyℓ ∈ A. (Note that‖Γxya‖m = ‖Γxya− a‖m since
a ∈ Tℓ andm < ℓ.)

Remark 2.18 We will also sometimes call the pair (Π,Γ) a modelfor the regularity
structureT .

The following figure illustrates a typical example of model for a simple regularity
structure whereA = {0, 1

2
, 1, 3

2
} and eachTα is one-dimensional:

α = 0 α = 1
2 α = 1 α = 3

2

Write τα for the unit vector inTα. Given a1
2
-Hölder continuous functionf : R → R,

the above picture has

(Πxτ 1
2
)(y) = f (y) − f (x) , (Πxτ 3

2
)(y) =

∫ y

x

(f (z) − f (x))dz ,

while Πxτ0 andΠxτ1 are given by the canonical one-dimensional model of polynomi-
als.

A typical action ofΓxy is illustrated below:

x

Γxy
⇒

y

Here, the left figure showsΠxτ 3
2
, while the right figure showsΠyτ 3

2
= ΠxΓxyτ 3

2
. In

this particular example, this is obtained fromΠxτ 3
2

by adding a suitable affine function,
i.e. a linear combination ofΠxτ0 andΠxτ1.

Remark 2.19 Given a sectorV ⊂ T , it will on occasion be natural to consider models
for TV rather than all ofT . In such a situation, we will say that (Π,Γ) is a model for
T onV , or just a model forV .

Remark 2.20 Given a map (x, y) 7→ Γxy as above, the set of mapsx 7→ Πx as above is
actually a linear space. We can endow it with the natural system of seminorms‖Π‖γ;K
given by the smallest constantCγ,K such that the first bound in (2.14) holds. Similarly,
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we denote by‖Γ‖γ;K the smallest constantCγ,K such that the second bound in (2.14)
holds. Occasionally, it will be useful to have a notation forthe combined bound, and
we will then write

|||Z|||γ;K = ‖Π‖γ;K + ‖Γ‖γ;K ,

where we setZ = (Π,Γ).

Remark 2.21 The first bound in (2.14) could alternatively have been formulated as
|(Πxa)(ϕ)| ≤ C‖a‖δℓ for all smooth test functionsϕ with support in a ball of radius
δ aroundx (in theds-distance), which are bounded byδ−|s| and such that their deriva-
tives satisfy supx |Dℓϕ(x)| ≤ δ−|s|−|ℓ|s for all multiindicesℓ of (usual) size less or
equal tor.

One important notion is that of anextensionof a model (Π,Γ):

Definition 2.22 Let T ⊂ T̂ be two regularity structures and let (Π,Γ) be a model for
T . A model (̂Π, Γ̂) is said to extend (Π,Γ) for T̂ if one has

ιΓxya = Γ̂xyιa , Πxa = Π̂xιa ,

for everya ∈ T and everyx, y in Rd. Here,ι is as in Section 2.1.

We henceforth denote byMT the set of all models ofT , which is a slight abuse
of notation since one should also fix the dimensiond and the scalings, but these are
usually very clear from the context. This space is endowed with a natural system of
pseudo-metrics by setting, for any two modelsZ = (Π,Γ) andZ̄ = (Π̄, Γ̄),

|||Z; Z̄|||γ;K def
= ‖Π− Π̄‖γ;K + ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ;K . (2.15)

While |||·; ·|||γ;K defined in this way looks very much like a seminorm, the spaceMT is
not a linear space due to the two nonlinear constraints

ΓxyΓyz = Γxz , and Πy = Πx ◦ Γxy , (2.16)

and due to the fact thatG is not necessarily a linear set of operators. WhileMT is not
linear, it is however an algebraic variety in some infinite-dimensional Banach space.

Remark 2.23 In most cases considered below, our regularity structure containsTd,s

for some dimensiond and scalings. In such a case, we denote bȳT ⊂ T the image
of the model space ofT in T under the inclusion map and we only consider models
(Π,Γ) that extend (in the sense of Definition 2.22) the polynomialmodel onT̄ . It
is straightforward to verify that the polynomial model doesindeed verify the bounds
and algebraic relations of Definition 2.17, provided that wemake the identification
Γxy ∼ Γh with h = x− y.

Remark 2.24 If, for everya ∈ Tℓ, Πxa happens to be a function such that|Πxa(y)| ≤
C‖x− y‖ℓ

s
for y close tox, then the first bound in (2.14) holds forℓ ≥ 0. Informally, it

thus states thatΠxa behaves “as if” it wereℓ-Hölder continuous atx. The formulation
given here has the very significant advantage that it also makes sense for negative values
of ℓ.
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Remark 2.25 Given a linear map̄Π: T → S ′(D), and a functionF : D → G, we can
always set

Γxy = F (x) · F (y)−1 , Πx = Π̄ ◦ F (x)−1 . (2.17)

Conversely, given a model (Π,Γ) as above and a reference pointo, we could set

F (x) = Γxo , Π̄ = Πo , (2.18)

andΓ andΠ could then be recovered fromF andΠ̄ by (2.17). The reason why we
choose to keep our seemingly redundant formulation is that the definition (2.15) and
the bounds (2.14) are more natural in this formulation. We will see in Section 8.2
below that in all the cases mentioned in the introduction, there are natural maps̄Π and
F such that (Π,Γ) are given by (2.17). These are howevernot of the form (2.18) for
any reference point.

Remark 2.26 It follows from the definition (2.3) that the second bound in (2.14) is
equivalent to the bound

‖ logΓxya‖m . ‖a‖‖x− y‖ℓ−m
s

, (2.19)

for all a ∈ Tℓ. Similarly, one can consider instead of (2.15) the equivalent distance
obtained by replacingΓxy by logΓxy and similarly forΓ̄xy.

Remark 2.27 The reason for separating the notion of a regularity structure from the
notion of a model is that, in the type of applications that we have in mind, the regularity
structure will be fixed once and for all. The model however will typically be random
and there will be a different model for the regularity structure for every realisation of
the driving noise.

2.4 Automorphisms of regularity structures

There is a natural notion of “automorphism” of a given regularity structure. For this,
we first define the setL+

0 of linear mapsL : T → T such that, for everyα ∈ A there
existsγ ∈ A such thatLa ∈ ⊕

α<β≤γ Tβ for everya ∈ Tα. We furthermore denote

byL+
1 the set of all linear operatorsQ of the form

Qa− a = La , L ∈ L+
0 .

Finally, we denote byL0 the set of invertible “block-diagonal” operatorsD such that
DTα ⊂ Tα for everyα ∈ A.

With these notations at hand, denote byL+ the set of all operators of the form

M = D ◦Q , D ∈ L0 , Q ∈ L+
1 .

This factorisation is unique since it suffices to defineD =
∑

α∈AQαMQα and to set
Q = D−1M , which yields an element ofL+

1 . Note also that conjugation by block-
diagonal operators preservesL+

1 . Furthermore, elements inL+
1 can be inverted by

using the identity
(1− L)−1 = 1 +

∑

n≥1

Ln , (2.20)

although this might map some elements ofTα into an infinite series. With all of these
notations at hand, we then give the following definition:
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Definition 2.28 Given a regularity structureT = (A, T,G), its group of automor-
phisms AutT is given by

Aut T = {M ∈ L+ : M−1ΓM ∈ G ∀Γ ∈ G} .

Remark 2.29 This is really an abuse of terminology since it might happen that AutT
contains some elements in whose inverse maps finite series into infinite series and
therefore does not belong toL+. In most cases of interest however, the index setA is
finite, in which case AutT is always an actual group.

The reason why AutT is important is that its elements induce an action on the
models forT by

RM : (Π,Γ) 7→ (Π̄, Γ̄) , Π̄x = ΠxM , Γ̄xy =M−1ΓxyM .

One then has:

Proposition 2.30 For everyM ∈ Aut T , RM is a continuous map fromMT into
itself.

Proof. It is clear that the algebraic identities (2.16) are satisfied, so we only need to
check that the analytical bounds of Definition 2.17 hold for (Π̄, Γ̄).

ForΠ, this is straightforward since, fora ∈ Tα and anyM ∈ L+, one has

Π̄xa(ψλx ) = ΠxMa(ψλx ) =
∑

β∈A∩[α,γ]

ΠxQβMa(ψλx )

≤ C
∑

β∈A∩[α,γ]

λδ ≤ C̃λα ,

where, for a given test functionψ we use the shorthandψλx = Sλ
s,xψ and whereC̃ is a

finite constant depending only on the norms of the componentsof M and on the value
γ appearing in the definition ofL+.

ForΓ, we similarly write, fora ∈ Tα andβ < α,

‖(Γ̄xy − 1)a‖β = ‖M−1(Γxy − 1)Ma‖β ≤ C
∑

ζ≤β

‖(Γxy − 1)Ma‖ζ

≤ C
∑

ζ≤β

∑

ξ≥ζ

‖Ma‖ξ‖x− y‖ξ−ζ
s

≤ C
∑

ζ≤β

∑

ξ≥(ζ∨α)

‖a‖α‖x− y‖ξ−ζ
s

.

Since one has on the one handζ ≤ β and on the other handξ ≥ α, all terms appearing
in this sum involve a power of‖x − y‖s that is at least equal toβ − α. Furthermore,
the sum is finite by the definition ofL+, so that the claim follows at once.

3 Modelled distributions

Given a regularity structureT , as well as a model (Π,Γ), we are now in a position to
describe a class of distributions that locally “look like” the distributions in the model.
Inspired by Definition 2.14, we define the spaceDγ (which depends in general not only
on the regularity structure, but also on the model) in the following way.
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Definition 3.1 Fix a regularity structureT and a model (Π,Γ). Then, for anyγ ∈ R,
the spaceDγ consists of allT−

γ -valued functionsf such that, for every compact set

K ⊂ Rd, one has

|||f |||γ;K = sup
x∈K

sup
β<γ

‖f (x)‖β + sup
(x,y)∈K

‖x−y‖s≤1

sup
β<γ

‖f (x) − Γxyf (y)‖β
‖x− y‖γ−βs

<∞ . (3.1)

Here, the supremum runs only over elementsβ ∈ A. We call elements ofDγ modelled
distributionsfor reasons that will become clear in Theorem 3.10 below.

Remark 3.2 One could alternatively think ofDγ as consisting of equivalence classes
of functions wheref ∼ g if Qαf (x) = Qαg(x) for everyx ∈ Rd and everyα <
γ. However, any such equivalence class has one natural distinguished representative,
which is the functionf such thatQαf (x) = 0 for everyα ≥ γ, and this is the repre-
sentative used in (3.1). (In general, the norm||| · |||γ;K would depend on the choice of
representative becauseΓxyτ can have components inT−

γ even ifτ itself doesn’t.) In
the sequel, if we state thatf ∈ Dγ for somef which does not necessarily take values
in T−

γ , it is this representative that we are talking about. This also allows to identify
Dγ̄ as a subspace ofDγ for anyγ > γ̄.

Remark 3.3 The choice of notationDγ is intentionally close to the notationCγ for
the space ofγ-Hölder continuous functions since, in the case of the “canonical” regu-
larity structures built from polynomials, the two spaces essentially agree, as we saw in
Section 2.2.

Remark 3.4 The spacesDγ , as well as the norms||| · |||γ;K do depend on the choice of
Γ, but not on the choice ofΠ. However, Definition 2.17 strongly interweavesΓ and
Π, so that a given choice ofΓ typically restricts the choice ofΠ very severely. As we
will see in Proposition 3.31 below, there are actually situations in which the choice of
Γ completely determinesΠ. In order to compare elements of spacesDγ corresponding
to different choices ofΓ, sayf ∈ Dγ(Γ) and f̄ ∈ Dγ(Γ̄), it will be convenient to
introduce the norm

‖f − f̄‖γ;K = sup
x∈K

sup
β<γ

‖f (x) − f̄ (x)‖β ,

which is independent of the choice ofΓ. Measuring the distance between elements of
Dγ in the norm‖ · ‖γ;K will be sufficient to obtain some convergence properties, as
long as this is supplemented by uniform bounds in||| · |||γ;K.

Remark 3.5 It will often be advantageous to consider elements ofDγ that only take
values in a given sectorV of T . In this case, we use the notationDγ(V ) instead. In
cases whereV is of regularityα for someα ≥ minA, we will also occasionally use
instead the notationDγ

α to emphasise this additional regularity. Occasionally, wewill
also writeDγ(Γ) or Dγ(Γ;V ) to emphasise the dependence of these spaces on the
particular choice ofΓ.

Remark 3.6 A more efficient way of comparing elementsf ∈ Dγ(Γ) andf̄ ∈ Dγ(Γ̄)
for two different models (Π,Γ) and (̄Π, Γ̄) is to introduce the quantity

|||f ; f̄ |||γ;K = ‖f − f̄‖γ;K + sup
(x,y)∈K

‖x−y‖s≤1

sup
β<γ

‖f (x) − f̄ (x) − Γxyf (y) + Γ̄xyf̄ (y)‖β
‖x− y‖γ−βs

.
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Note that this quantity isnot a function off − f̄ , which is the reason for the slightly
unusual notation|||f ; f̄ |||γ;K.

It turns out that the spacesDγ encode a very useful notion of regularity. The idea
is that functionsf ∈ Dγ should be interpreted as “jets” of distributions that locally,
around any given pointx ∈ Rd, “look like” the model distributionΠxf (x) ∈ S ′. The
results of this section justify this point of view by showingthat it is indeed possible to
“reconstruct” all elements ofDγ as distributions inRd. Furthermore, the corresponding
reconstruction mapR is continuous as a function of both the element inf ∈ Dγ and
the model (Π,Γ) realising the regularity structure under consideration.

To this end, we further extend the definition of the Hölder spacesCα
s

to include ex-
ponentsα < 0, consisting of distributions that are suitable for our purpose. Informally
speaking, elements ofCαs have scaling properties akin to‖x− y‖αs when tested against
a test function localised around somex ∈ Rd. For further properties of these spaces,
see Section 3.2 below. More precisely, we set:

Definition 3.7 Let α < 0 and letr = −⌊α⌋. We say thatξ ∈ S ′ belongs toCα
s

if it
belongs to the dual ofCr and, for every compact setK, there exists a constantC such
that the bound

〈ξ,Sδ
s,xη〉 ≤ Cδα ,

holds for allη ∈ Cr with ‖η‖Cr ≤ 1 and suppη ⊂ Bs(0, 1), all δ ≤ 1, and allx ∈ K.
Here,Bs(0, 1) denotes the ball of radius1 in the distanceds, centred at the origin.

From now on, we will denote byBr
s,0 the set of all test functionsη as in Defini-

tion 3.7. Forξ ∈ Cαs andK a compact set, we will henceforth denote by‖ξ‖α;K the
seminorm given by

‖ξ‖α;K def
= sup
x∈K

sup
η∈Br

s,0

sup
δ≤1

δ−α|〈ξ,Sδ
s,xη〉| . (3.2)

We also write‖ · ‖α for the same expression withK = Rd.

Remark 3.8 The spaceCαs is essentially the Besov spaceBα∞,∞ (see e.g. [Mey92]),
with the slight difference that our definition is local rather than global and, more impor-
tantly, that it allows for non-Euclidean scalings.

Remark 3.9 The seminorm (3.2) depends of course not only onα, but also on the
choice of scalings. This scaling will however always be clear from the context,so we
do not emphasise this in the notation.

The following “reconstruction theorem” is one of the main workhorses of this the-
ory.

Theorem 3.10 (Reconstruction theorem)Let T = (A, T,G) be a regularity struc-
ture, let(Π,Γ) be a model forT onRd with scalings, letα = minA, and letr > |α|.

Then, for everyγ ∈ R, there exists a continuous linear mapR : Dγ → Cα
s

with the
property that, for every compact setK ⊂ Rd,

|(Rf −Πxf (x))(Sδs,xη)| . δγ‖Π‖γ;K̄|||f |||γ;K̄ , (3.3)
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uniformly over all test functionsη ∈ Br
s,0, all δ ∈ (0, 1], all f ∈ Dγ , and allx ∈ K. If

γ > 0, then the bound (3.3) definesRf uniquely. Here, we denoted byK̄ the1-fattening
ofK, and the proportionality constant depends only onγ and the structure ofT .

Furthermore, if(Π̄, Γ̄) is a second model forT with associated reconstruction
operatorR̄, then one has the bound

|(Rf−R̄f̄−Πxf (x)+Π̄xf̄ (x))(Sδs,xη)| . δγ(‖Π̄‖γ;K̄|||f ; f̄ |||γ;K̄+‖Π−Π̄‖γ;K̄|||f |||γ;K̄) ,
(3.4)

uniformly overx andη as above. Finally, for0 < κ < γ/(γ−α) and for everyC > 0,
one has the bound

|(Rf − R̄f̄ −Πxf (x) + Π̄xf̄ (x))(Sδ
s,xη)| (3.5)

. δγ̄(‖f − f̄‖κγ;K̄ + ‖Π− Π̄‖κγ;K̄ + ‖Γ− Γ̄‖κγ;K̄) ,

where we set̄γ = γ−κ(γ−α), and where we assume that|||f |||γ;K̄, ‖Π‖γ;K̄ and‖Γ‖γ;K̄
are bounded byC, and similarly forf̄ , Π̄ andΓ̄.

Remark 3.11 At first sight, it might seem surprising thatΓ does not appear in the
bound (3.3). It does however appear in a hidden way through the definition of the
spacesDγ and thus of the norm|||f |||γ;K̄. Furthermore, (3.3) is quite reasonable since,
for Γ fixed, the mapR is actually bilinear inf andΠ. However, the mere existence
of R depends crucially on the nonlinear structure encoded in Definition 2.17, and the
spacesDγ do depend on the choice ofΓ. Occasionally, when the particular model
(Π,Γ) plays a role, we will denoteR by RΓ in order to emphasise its dependence on
Γ.

Remark 3.12 Settingf̃ (y) = f (y) − Γyxf (x), we note that one has

Rf −Πxf (x) = Rf̃ −Πxf̃ (x) = Rf̃ .

As a consequence, the bound (3.3) actually depends only on the second term in the
right hand side of (3.1).

Remark 3.13 In the particular case when (Π̄, Γ̄) = (Π,Γ), the bound (3.4) is a trivial
consequence of (3.3) and the bilinearity ofR in f andΠ. As it stands however, this
bound needs to be stated and proved separately. The bound (3.5) can be interpreted as
an interpolation theorem between (3.3) and (3.4).

Proof (uniqueness only).The uniqueness of the mapR in the caseγ > 0 is quite easy
to prove. Takef ∈ Dγ as in the statement and assume that the two distributionsξ1
andξ2 are candidates forRf that both satisfy the bound (3.3). Our aim is to show that
one then necessarily hasξ1 = ξ2. Take any smooth compactly supported test function
ψ : Rd → R, and choose an even smooth functionη : B1 → R+ with

∫

η(x) dx = 1.
Define

ψδ(y) = 〈Sδ
s,yη, ψ〉 =

∫

ψ(x) (Sδ
s,xη)(y) dx ,

so that, for any distributionξ, one has the identity

ξ(ψδ) =
∫

ψ(x) 〈ξ,Sδs,xη〉 dx . (3.6)
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Choosingξ = ξ2 − ξ1, it then follows from (3.3) that

|ξ(ψδ)| . δγ
∫

D

ψ(x) ¯̺(x) dx ,

which converges to0 asδ → 0. On the other hand, one hasψδ → ψ in theC∞ topology,
so thatξ(ψδ) → ξ(ψ). This shows thatξ(ψ) = 0 for every smooth compactly supported
test functionψ, so thatξ = 0.

The existence of a mapR with the required properties is much more difficult to
establish, and this is the content of the remainder of this section.

Remark 3.14 We call the mapR the “reconstruction map” as it allows to reconstruct
a distribution in terms of its local description via a model and regularity structure.

Remark 3.15 One very important special case is when the model (Π,Γ) happens to
be such that there existsα > 0 such thatΠxa ∈ Cαs (Rd) for everya ∈ T , even though
the homogeneity ofa might be negative. In this case, forf ∈ Dγ with γ > 0, Rf is a
continuous function and one has the identity (Rf )(x) = (Πxf (x))(x). Indeed, setting
R̃f (x) = (Πxf (x))(x), one has

|R̃f (y) − R̃f (x)| = |(Πxf (x))(x) − (Πxf (x))(y)|+ |Πy(Γyxf (x) − f (y))(y)| .

By assumption, the first term is bounded byC‖x − y‖αs for some constantC. The
second term on the other hand is bounded byC‖x − y‖γs by the definition ofDγ ,
combined with the fact that our assumption on the model implies that(Πxa)(x) = 0
whenevera is homogeneous of positive degree.

A straightforward corollary of this result is given by the following statement, which
is thea posteriorijustification for the terminology “regularity” in Definition 2.5:

Corollary 3.16 In the context of the statement of Theorem 3.10, iff takes values in a
sectorV of regularityβ ∈ [α, 0), then one hasf ∈ Cβs and, for every compact setK
andλ > 0, there exists a constantC such that

‖Rf‖β,K ≤ C‖Π‖γ;K̄|||f |||γ;K̄ .

Proof. Immediate from (3.3), Remark 2.20, and the definition of‖ · ‖β,K.

Before we proceed to the remainder of the proof of Theorem 3.10, we introduce
some of the basic notions of wavelet analysis required for its proof. For a more detailed
introduction to the subject, see for example [Dau92, Mey92].

3.1 Elements of wavelet analysis

Recall that a multiresolution analysis ofR is based on a real-valued “scaling function”
ϕ ∈ L2(R) with the following two properties:

1. One has
∫

ϕ(x)ϕ(x+ k) dx = δk,0 for everyk ∈ Z.

2. There exist “structure constants”ak such that

ϕ(x) =
∑

k∈Z

akϕ(2x− k) . (3.7)
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One classical example of such a functionϕ is given by the indicator functionϕ(x) =
1[0,1)(x), but this has the substantial drawback that it is not even continuous. A cele-
brated result by Daubechies (see the original article [Dau88] or for example the mono-
graph [Dau92]) ensures the existence of functionsϕ as above that are compactly sup-
ported but still regular:

Theorem 3.17 (Daubechies)For everyr > 0 there exists a compactly supported func-
tionϕ with the two properties above and such thatϕ ∈ Cr(R).

From now on, we will always assume that the scaling functionϕ is compactly
supported. Denote nowΛn = {2−nk : k ∈ Z} and, forn ∈ Z andx ∈ Λn, set

ϕnx(y) = 2n/2ϕ(2n(y − x)) . (3.8)

One furthermore denotes byVn ⊂ L2(R) the subspace generated by{ϕnx : x ∈ Λn}.
Property 2 above then ensures that these spaces satisfy the inclusionVn ⊂ Vn+1 for
everyn. Furthermore, it turns out that there is a simple description of the orthogonal
complementV ⊥

n of Vn in Vn+1. It turns out that it is possible to find finitely many
coefficientsbk such that, setting

ψ(x) =
∑

k∈Z

bkϕ(2x− k) , (3.9)

and definingψnx similarly to (3.8), the spaceV ⊥
n is given by the linear span of{ψnx :

x ∈ Λn}, see for example [Pin02, Chap. 6.4.5]. (One has actuallybk = (−1)ka1−k
but this isn’t important for us.) The following result is taken from [Mey92]:

Theorem 3.18 One has〈ψnx , ψmy 〉 = δn,mδx,y for everyn,m ∈ Z and everyx ∈ Λn,
y ∈ Λm. Furthermore,〈ϕnx , ψmy 〉 = 0 for everym ≥ n and everyx ∈ Λn, y ∈ Λm.
Finally, for everyn ∈ Z, the set

{ϕnx : x ∈ Λn} ∪ {ψmx : m ≥ n , x ∈ Λm} ,

forms an orthonormal basis ofL2(R).

Intuitively, one should think of theϕnx as providing a description of a function at
scales down to2−n and theψmx as “filling in the details” at even smaller scales. In
particular, for every functionf ∈ L2, one has

lim
n→∞

Pnf def
= lim

n→∞

∑

x∈Λn

〈f, ϕnx〉ϕnx = f , (3.10)

and this relation actually holds for much larger classes off , including sufficiently reg-
ular tempered distributions [Mey92].

One very useful properties of wavelets, which can be found for example in [Mey92,
Chap. 3.2], is that the functionsψmx automatically have vanishing moments:

Lemma 3.19 Let ϕ be a compactly supported scaling function as above which isCr
for r ≥ 0 and letψ be defined by (3.9). Then,

∫

R ψ(x) xm dx = 0 for every integer
m ≤ r.
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For our purpose, we need to extend this construction toRd. Classically, such an
extension can be performed by simply taking products of theϕnx for each coordinate.
In our case however, we want to take into account the fact thatwe consider non-trivial
scalings. For any given scalings of Rd and anyn ∈ Z, we thus define

Λs

n =
{

d
∑

j=1

2−nsjkjej : kj ∈ Z
}

⊂ Rd ,

where we denote byej thejth element of the canonical basis ofRd. For everyx ∈ Λs
n,

we then set

ϕn,sx (y)
def
=

d
∏

j=1

ϕnsjxj (yj) . (3.11)

Since we assume thatϕ is compactly supported, it follows from (3.7) that there exists
a finite collection of vectorsK ⊂ Λs

1 and structure constants{ak : k ∈ K} such that
the identity

ϕ0,s
x (y) =

∑

k∈K

akϕ
1,s
x+k(y) , (3.12)

holds. In order to simplify notations, we will henceforth use the notation

2−nsk = (2−ns1k1, . . . , 2
−nsdkd) ,

so that the scaling properties of theϕn,sx combined with (3.12) imply that

ϕn,sx (y) =
∑

k∈K

akϕ
n+1,s
x+2−nsk(y) . (3.13)

Similarly, there exists a finite collectionΨ of orthonormal compactly supported
functions such that, if we defineVn similarly as before,V ⊥

n is given by

V ⊥
n = span{ψn,sx : ψ ∈ Ψ x ∈ Λs

n} .

In this expression, given a functionψ ∈ Ψ, we have setψn,sx = 2−n|s|/2S2−n

s,x ψ, where
the scaling map was defined in (2.12). (The additional factormakes sure that the scaling
leaves theL2 norm invariant instead of theL1 norm, which is more convenient in this
context.) Furthermore, this collection forms an orthonormal basis ofV ⊥

n . Actually, the
setΨ is given by all functions obtained by products of the formΠdi=1ψ±(xi), where
ψ− = ψ andψ+ = ϕ, and where at least one factor consists of an instance ofψ.

3.2 A convergence criterion inCα
s

The spacesCαs with α < 0 given in Definition 3.7 enjoy a number of remarkable prop-
erties that will be very useful in the sequel. In particular,it turns out that distributions
in Cα

s
can be completely characterised by the magnitude of the coefficients in their

wavelet expansion. This is true independently of the particular choice of the scaling
functionϕ, provided that it has sufficient regularity.

In this sense, the interplay between the wavelet expansion and the spacesCαs is very
similar to the classical interplay between Fourier expansion and fractional Sobolev
spaces. The feature of wavelet expansions that makes it muchmore suitable for our
purpose is that its basis functions are compactly supportedwith supports that are more
and more localised for larger values ofn. The announced characterisation is given by
the following.
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Proposition 3.20 Letα < 0 andξ ∈ S ′(Rd). Consider a wavelet analysis as above
with a compactly supported scaling functionϕ ∈ Cr for somer > |α|. Thenξ ∈ Cαs if
and only ifξ belongs to the dual ofCr and, for every compact setK ⊂ Rd, the bounds

|〈ξ, ψn,sx 〉| . 2−
n|s|
2

−nα , |〈ξ, ϕ0
y〉| . 1 , (3.14)

hold uniformly overn ≥ 0, everyψ ∈ Ψ, everyx ∈ Λs
n ∩ K, and everyy ∈ Λs

0 ∩ K.

The proof of Proposition 3.20 relies on classical argumentsvery similar to those
found for example in the monograph [Mey92]. Since the spaceswith inhomogeneous
scaling do not seem to be standard in the literature and sincewe consider localised
versions of the spaces, we prefer to provide a proof. Before we proceed, we state the
following elementary fact:

Lemma 3.21 Leta ∈ R and letb−, b+ ∈ R. Then, the bound

n0
∑

n=0

2an2−b−(n0−n) +

∞
∑

n=n0

2an2−b+(n−n0) . 2an0 ,

holds provided thatb+ > a andb− > −a.

Proof of Proposition 3.20.It is clear that the condition (3.14) is necessary, since it boils
down to takingη ∈ Ψ andδ = 2−n in Definition 3.7. In order to show that it is also
sufficient, we take an arbitrary test functionη ∈ Cr with support inB1 and we rewrite
〈ξ,Sδ

s,xη〉 as

〈ξ,Sδs,xη〉 =
∑

n≥0

∑

y∈Λs
n

〈ξ, ψn,sy 〉〈ψn,sy ,Sδs,xη〉+
∑

y∈Λs

0

〈ξ, ϕ0,s
y 〉〈ϕ0,s

y ,Sδs,xη〉 . (3.15)

Let furthermoren0 be the smallest integer such that2−n0 ≤ δ. For the situations where
the supports ofψn,sy andSδs,xη overlap, we then have the following bounds.

First, we note that if (x, y) contributes to (3.15), then‖x− y‖s ≤ C for some fixed
constantC. As a consequence of this, it follows that one has the bound

|〈ξ, ψn,sy 〉| . 2−
n|s|
2

−nα , (3.16)

uniformly over all pairs (x, y) yielding a non-vanishing contribution to (3.15).
Forn ≥ n0, and‖x− y‖s ≤ Cδ, we furthermore have the bound

|〈ψn,sy ,Sδs,xη〉| . 2−(n−n0)(r+ |s|
2
)2

n0|s|
2 , (3.17)

so that
∑

y∈Λs
n

|〈ψn,sy ,Sδ
s,xη〉| . 2−(n−n0)(r− |s|

2
)2

n0|s|
2 .

Here and below, the proportionality constants are uniform over all η with ‖η‖Cr ≤ 1
with suppη ⊂ B1. On the other hand, forn ≤ n0, and‖x − y‖s ≤ C2−n0 , we have
the bound

|〈ψn,sy ,Sδs,xη〉| . 2n
|s|
2 , (3.18)

so that, since only finitely many terms contribute to the sum,
∑

y∈Λs
n

|〈ψn,sy ,Sδ
s,xη〉| . 2n

|s|
2 .
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Since, by the assumptions onr andα, one has indeedr+ |s|
2
> α+ |s|

2
and |s|

2
> |s|

2
−α,

we can apply Lemma 3.21 to conclude that the first sum in (3.15)is indeed bounded by
a multiple ofδα, which is precisely the required bound. The second term on the other
hand satisfies a bound similar to (3.18) withn = 0, so that the claim follows.

Remark 3.22 Forα ≥ 0, it is not so straightforward to characterise the Hölder regular-
ity of a function by the magnitude of its wavelet coefficientsdue to special behaviour
at integer values, but for non-integer values the characterisation given above still holds,
see [Mey92].

Another nice property of the spacesCα
s

is that, using Proposition 3.20, one can
give a very useful and sharp condition for a sequence of elements inVn to converge
to an element inCαs . Once again, we fix a multiresolution analysis of sufficiently high
regularity (i.e.r > |α|) and the spacesVn are given in terms of that particular analysis.
For this characterisation, we use the fact that a sequence{fn}n≥0 with fn ∈ Vn for
everyn can always be written as

fn =
∑

x∈Λs
n

Anxϕ
n,s
x , Anx = 〈ϕn,sx , fn〉 . (3.19)

Given a sequence of coefficientsAnx , we then defineδAnx by

δAnx = Anx −
∑

k∈K

akA
n+1
x+2−nsk ,

where the setK and the structure constantsak are as in (3.12). We then have the
following result, which can be seen as a generalisation of the “sewing lemma” (see
[Gub04, Prop. 1] or [FdLP06, Lem. 2.1]), which can itself be viewed as a generalisation
of Young’s original theory of integration [You36]. In orderto make the link to these
theories, consider the case whereRd is replaced by an interval and take forϕ the Haar
wavelets.

Theorem 3.23 Let s be a scaling ofRd, let α < 0 < γ, and fix a wavelet basis with
regularity r > |α|. For everyn ≥ 0, let x 7→ Anx be a function onRd satisfying the
bounds

|Anx | ≤ ‖A‖2−ns

2
−αn , |δAnx | . ‖A‖2−ns

2
−γn , (3.20)

for some constant‖A‖, uniformly overn ≥ 0 andx ∈ Rd.
Then, the sequence{fn}n≥0 given byfn =

∑

x∈Λs
n
Anx ϕ

n,s
x converges inCᾱs for

everyᾱ < α and its limitf belongs toCα
s

. Furthermore, the bounds

‖f − fn‖ᾱ . ‖A‖2−(α−ᾱ)n , ‖Pnf − fn‖α . ‖A‖2−γn , (3.21)

hold for ᾱ ∈ (α− γ, α), wherePn is as in (3.10).

Proof. By linearity, it is sufficient to restrict ourselves to the case‖A‖ = 1. By con-
struction, we havefn+1 − fn ∈ Vn+1, so that we can decompose this difference as

fn+1 − fn = gn + δfn , (3.22)

whereδfn ∈ V ⊥
n andgn ∈ Vn. By Proposition 3.20, we note that there exists a

constantC such that, for everyn ≥ 0 andm ≥ n, and for everyβ < 0, one has

∥

∥

∥

m
∑

k=n

δfk

∥

∥

∥

β
≤ C sup

k∈{n,...,m}

‖δfk‖β ,
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so that a sufficient condition for the sequence{∑n
k=0 δfk}n≥0 to have the required

properties is given by

lim
n→∞

‖δfn‖ᾱ = 0 , sup
n

‖δfn‖α <∞ . (3.23)

Regarding the bounds onδfn, we have

〈δfn, ψn,sx 〉 = 〈fn+1 − fn, ψ
n,s
x 〉 =

∑

‖x−y‖s≤K2−n|s|

axyA
n+1
y ,

where theaxy = 〈ϕn+1,s
y , ψn,sx 〉 are a finite number of uniformly bounded coefficients

andK > 0 is some fixed constant. It then follows from the assumption onthe coeffi-
cientsAny that

|〈δfn, ψn,sx 〉| . 2−
n|s|
2

−αn .

Combining this with the characterisation ofCᾱ
s

given in Proposition 3.20, we conclude
that

‖δfn‖ᾱ . 2−(α−ᾱ)n , ‖δfn‖α . 1 , (3.24)

so that the condition (3.23) is indeed satisfied.
It remains to show that the sequence of partial sums of thegk from (3.22) also

satisfies the requested properties. Using again the characterisation given by Proposi-
tion 3.20, we see that

∥

∥

∥

m
∑

k=n

gk

∥

∥

∥

α
. sup

N≥0

m
∑

k=n

‖QNgk‖α . (3.25)

From the definition ofgn, we furthermore have the identity

〈gn, ϕn,sx 〉 = 〈fn+1 − fn, ϕ
n,s
x 〉 =

(

∑

k∈K

ak〈fn+1, ϕ
n+1,s
x+2−nsk〉

)

− 〈fn, ϕn,sx 〉

= −δAnx , (3.26)

so that one can decomposegn as

gn = −
∑

x∈Λs
n

δAnx ϕ
n,s
x . (3.27)

It follows in a straightforward way from the definitions that, form ≤ n, there exists a
constantC such that we have the bound

|〈ψm,sy , ϕn,sx 〉| ≤ C2(m−n) |s|
2 1‖x−y‖s≤C2−m . (3.28)

Since on the other hand, one has

|{x ∈ Λs

n : ‖x− y‖s ≤ C2−m}| . 2(n−m)|s| ,

we obtain from this and (3.27) the bound

|〈ψm,sy , gn〉| . 2(n−m) |s|
2 sup{|δAnx | : ‖x− y‖s ≤ C2−m}

. 2−m
|s|
2
−γn , (3.29)
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where we used again the fact that‖x − y‖s . ds(y, ∂D) by the definition of the func-
tionsψm,sy . Combining this with the characterisation ofCαs given in Proposition 3.20,
we conclude that

‖Qmgn‖α . 2αm−γn1m≤n ,

so that
m
∑

k=n

‖QNgk‖α .

m
∑

k=n∨N

2αN−γk . 2αN−γ(N∨n) .

This expression is maximised atN = 0, so that the bound‖∑m
k=n gk‖α . 2−γn

follows from (3.25). Combining this with (3.24), we thus obtain (3.21), as stated.

A simple but important corollary of the proof is given by

Corollary 3.24 In the situation of Theorem 3.23, letK ⊂ Rd be a compact set and
let K̄ be its1-fattening. Then, provided that (3.20) holds uniformly over K̄, the bound
(3.21) still holds with‖ · ‖α replaced by‖ · ‖α;K.

Proof. Follow step by step the argument given above noting that, since all the argu-
ments in the proof of Proposition 3.20 are local, one can bound the norm‖ · ‖α;K by
the smallest constant such that the bounds (3.14) hold uniformly overx, y ∈ K̄.

3.3 The reconstruction theorem for distributions

One very important special case of Theorem 3.23 is given by the situation where there
exists a familyx 7→ ζx ∈ S ′(Rd) of distributions such that the sequencefn is given by
(3.19) withAnx = 〈ϕn,sx , ζx〉. Once this is established, the reconstruction theorem will
be straightforward. In the situation just described, we have the following result which,
as we will see shortly, can really be interpreted as a generalisation of the reconstruction
theorem.

Proposition 3.25 In the above situation, assume that the familyζx is such that, for
some constantsK1 andK2 and exponentsα < 0 < γ, the bounds

|〈ϕn,sx , ζx − ζy〉| ≤ K1‖x− y‖γ−αs 2−
n|s|
2

−αn , |〈ϕn,sx , ζx〉| ≤ K22
−αn−n|s|

2 ,
(3.30)

hold uniformly over allx, y such that2−n ≤ ‖x − y‖s ≤ 1. Here, as before,ϕ is
the scaling function for a wavelet basis of regularityr > |α|. Then, the assumptions
of Theorem 3.23 are satisfied. Furthermore, the limit distributionf ∈ Cα

s
satisfies the

bound
|(f − ζx)(Sδs,xη)| . K1δ

γ , (3.31)

uniformly overη ∈ Br
s,0. Here, the proportionality constant only depends on the choice

of wavelet basis, but not onK2.

Proof. We are in the situation of Theorem 3.23 withAnx = ζx(ϕn,sx ), so that one has
the identity

δAnx =
∑

k∈K

ak〈ζx − ζy , ϕ
(n+1),s
y 〉 , (3.32)

where we used the shortcuty = x + 2−nsk in the right hand side. It then follows
immediately from (3.30) that the assumptions of Theorem 3.23 are indeed satisfied,
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so that the sequencefn converges to some limitf . It remains to show that the local
behaviour off around every pointx is given by (3.31).

For this, we write

f − ζx = (fn0
− Pn0

ζx) +
∑

n≥n0

(fn+1 − fn − (Pn+1 − Pn)ζx) , (3.33)

for somen0 > 0. We choosen0 to be the smallest integer such that2−n0 ≤ δ. Note
that, as in (3.17), one has forn ≥ n0 the bounds

|〈ψn,sy ,Sδs,xη〉| . 2
n0|s|

2 2−(n−n0)(r+ |s|
2
) , |〈ϕn,sy ,Sδs,xη〉| . 2

n0|s|
2 2−(n−n0) |s|

2 .
(3.34)

Since, by construction, the first term in (3.33) belongs toVn0
, we can rewrite it as

(fn0
− Pn0

ζx)(Sδs,xη) =
∑

y∈Λs
n0

(ζy − ζx)(ϕn0,s
y ) 〈ϕn0,s

y ,Sδ
s,xη〉 .

Since terms appearing in the above sum with‖x − y‖s ≥ δ are identically0, we can
use the bound

|(ζy − ζx)(ϕ
n0,s
y )| . K12

−γn0−
n0|s|

2 .

Combining this with (3.34) and the fact that there are only finitely many non-vanishing
terms in the sum, we obtain the bound

|(fn0
− Pn0

ζx)(Sδs,xη)| . K12
−n0γ ≈ K1δ

γ , (3.35)

which is of the required order.
Regarding the second term in (3.33), we decomposefn+1 − fn as in the proof

of Theorem 3.23 asfn+1 − fn = gn + δfn with gn ∈ Vn andδfn ∈ V ⊥
n . As a

consequence of (3.26) and of the bounds (3.30) and (3.34), wehave the bound

|〈gn,Sδs,xη〉| ≤
∑

y∈Λs
n

|〈gn, ϕn,sy 〉| |〈ϕn,sy ,Sδ
s,xη〉|

≤
∑

y∈Λs
n

|δAny | |〈ϕn,sy ,Sδs,xη〉| . K12
−(n−n0)(|s|+α)−γn ,

where we made use of (3.32) for the last bound. Summing this bound over alln ≥ n0,
we obtain again a bound of orderK1δ

γ , as required. It remains to obtain a similar
bound for the quantity

∑

n≥n0

(δfn − (Pn+1 − Pn)ζx)(Sδs,xη) .

Note thatδfn is nothing but the projection offn+1 onto the spaceV ⊥
n . Similarly,

(Pn+1 − Pn)ζx is the projection ofζx onto that same space. As a consequence, we
have the identity

(δfn−(Pn+1 − Pn)ζx)(Sδs,xη)
=

∑

z∈Λ
n+1
s

∑

y∈Λn
s

∑

ψ∈Ψ

〈ζz − ζx, ϕ
n+1,s
z 〉〈ϕn+1,s

z , ψn,sy 〉〈ψn,sy ,Sδs,xη〉 .
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Note that this triple sum only contains of the order of2(n−n0)|s| terms since, for any
given value ofy, the sum overz only has a fixed finite number of non-vanishing terms.
At this stage, we make use of the first bound in (3.34), together with the assumption
(3.30) and the fact that2−n0 . ‖x − z‖s . δ for every term in this sum. This yields
for this expression a bound of the order

K12
(n−n0)|s|δγ−α2−

n|s|
2

−αn2
n0|s|

2 2−(n−n0)(r+|s|/2) = K1δ
γ−α2−r(n−n0)−αn .

Since, by assumption,r is sufficiently large so thatr > |α|, this expression converges
to 0 asn → ∞. Summing overn ≥ n0 and combining all of the above bounds, the
claim follows at once.

Remark 3.26 As before, the construction is completely local. As a consequence, the
required bounds hold over a compactK, provided that the assumptions hold over its
1-fatteningK̄.

We now finally have all the elements in place to give the proof of Theorem 3.10.

Proof of Theorem 3.10.We first consider the caseγ > 0, where the operatorR is
unique. In order to constructR, we will proceed by successive approximations, using
a multiresolution analysis. Again, we fix a wavelet basis as above associated with
a compactly supported scaling functionϕ. We chooseϕ to beCr for r > |minA|.
(Which in particular also implies that the elementsψ ∈ Ψ annihilate polynomials of
degreer.)

Since, for any givenn > 0, the functionsϕn,sx are orthonormal and since, asn →
∞, they get closer and closer to forming a basis of very sharplylocalised functions of
L2, it appears natural to define a sequence of operatorsRn : Dγ → Cr by

Rnf =
∑

x∈Λs
n

(Πxf (x))(ϕn,sx )ϕn,sx ,

and to defineR as the limit ofRn asn→ ∞, if such a limit exists.
We are thus precisely in the situation of Proposition 3.25 with ζx = Πxf (x). Since

we are interested in a local statement, we only need to construct the distributionRf
acting on test functions supported on a fixed compact domainK. As a consequence,
since all of our constructions involve some fixed wavelet basis, it suffices to obtain
bounds on the wavelet coefficientsψnx with x such thatψnx is supported in̄K, the1-
fattening ofK.

It follows from the definitions ofDγ and the space of modelsMT that, for such
values ofx, one has

|〈Πxf (x), ϕn,sx 〉| . ‖f‖γ;K̄‖Π‖γ;K̄2−
n|s|
2

−αn ,

where, as before,α = minA is the smallest homogeneity arising in the description of
the regularity structureT . Similarly, we have

|〈Πxf (x) −Πyf (y), ϕn,sx 〉| = |〈Πx(f (x) − Γxyf (y)), ϕn,sx 〉| (3.36)

.
∑

ℓ<γ

|||f |||γ;K̄‖Π‖γ;K̄‖x− y‖γ−ℓs 2−
n|s|
2

−ℓn ,

where the sum runs over elements inA. Since, in the assumption of Proposition 3.25,
we only consider points (x, y) such that‖x− y‖s & 2−n, the bound (3.30) follows.
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As a consequence, we can apply Theorem 3.23 to construct a limiting distribution
Rf = limn→∞ Rnf , where convergence takes place inCᾱs for everyᾱ < α. Further-
more, the limit does itself belong toCαs . The bound (3.3) follows immediately from
Proposition 3.25.

In order to obtain the bound (3.4), we use again Proposition 3.25, but this time with
ζx = Πxf (x) − Π̄xf̄ (x). We then have the identity

ζx − ζy = Πx(f (x) − Γxyf (y) − f̄ (x) + Γ̄xy f̄ (y)) + (Πx − Π̄x)(f̄ (x) − Γ̄xyf̄ (y)) .

Similarly to above, it then follows from the definition of|||f ; f̄ |||γ;K that

|〈ζx − ζy, ϕ
n,s
x 〉| . (‖Π‖γ;K|||f ; f̄ |||γ;K + ‖Π− Π̄‖γ;K|||f̄ |||γ;K)‖x− y‖γ−α

s
2−

n|s|
2

−αn ,

from which the requested bound follows at once.
The bound (3.5) is obtained again from Proposition 3.25 withζx = Πxf (x) −

Π̄xf̄ (x). This time however, we aim to obtain bounds on this quantityby only making
use of bounds on‖f − f̄‖γ;K rather than|||f ; f̄ |||γ;K. Note first that, as a consequence
of (3.36), we have the bound

|〈ζx − ζy, ϕ
n,s
x 〉| . ‖x− y‖γ−α

s
2−

n|s|
2

−αn . (3.37)

On the other hand, we can rewriteζx − ζy as

ζx − ζy = Πx(f (x) − f̄ (x)) + (Π̄x −Πx)(Γ̄xyf̄ (y) − f̄ (x))

−ΠxΓxy(f (y) − f̄ (y)) + Πx(Γ̄xy − Γxy)f̄ (x) .

It follows at once that one has the bound

|〈ζx − ζy, ϕ
n,s
x 〉| . (‖f − f̄‖γ;K + ‖Π− Π̄‖γ;K + ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ;K)2−

n|s|
2

−αn .

Combining this with (3.37) and making use of the bounda ∧ b ≤ aκb1−κ, which is
valid for any two positive numbersa andb, we have

|〈ζx−ζy, ϕn,sx 〉| . (‖f− f̄‖γ;K+‖Π− Π̄‖γ;K+‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ;K)κ‖x−y‖γ̄−αs
2−

n|s|
2

−αn ,

from which the claimed bound follows.
We now prove the claim forγ ≤ 0. It is clear that in this caseR cannot be unique

since, ifRf satisfies (3.3) andξ ∈ Cγs , thenRf + ξ does again satisfy (3.3). Still, the
existence ofRf is not completely trivial in general sinceΠxf (x) itself only belongs to
Cα
s

and one can haveα < γ ≤ 0 in general. It turns out that one very simple choice for
Rf is given by

Rf =
∑

n>0

∑

x∈Λn
s

∑

ψ∈Ψ

〈Πxf (x), ψn,sx 〉ψn,sx . (3.38)

This is obviously not canonical: different choices for our multiresolution analysis yield
different definitions forR. However, it has the advantage of not relying at all on
the axiom of choice, which was used in [LV07] to prove a similar result in the one-
dimensional case. Actually, our construction is very closein spirit to the one given in
[Unt10], but it appears to be very straightforward to analyse.

ForRf as in (3.38), it remains to show that (3.3) holds. For this, let η be a suitable
test function and note that one has the bounds

|〈Sδs,xη, ψn,sy 〉| .
{

2−n
|s|
2
−rnδ−|s|−r if 2−n ≤ δ,

2n
|s|
2 otherwise.
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Furthermore, one has of course〈Sδ
s,xη, ψ

n,s
y 〉 = 0 unless‖x− y‖s . δ + 2−n. It also

follows immediately from the definition (3.38) that one has the bound

|(Rf −Πxf (x))(ψn,sy )| = |(Πyf (y) −Πxf (x))(ψn,sy )| = |Πy(f (y) − Γyxf (x))(ψn,sy )|
.

∑

β<γ

‖x− y‖γ−β
s

2−n
|s|
2
−βn ,

where the proportionality constant is as in (3.3). These bounds are now inserted into
the identity

(Rf −Πxf (x))(Sδs,xη) =
∑

n>0

∑

y∈Λn
s

∑

ψ∈Ψ

(Rf −Πxf (x))(ψn,sy )〈Sδs,xη, ψn,sy 〉 .

For the terms with2−n ≤ δ, we thus obtain a contribution of the order

δ|s|2n|s|
∑

2−n≤δ

∑

β<γ

δγ−β2−n
|s|
2
−βn2−n

|s|
2
−rnδ−|s|−r . δγ .

Here, the bound follows from the fact that we have chosenr such thatr > |γ| and the
factorδ|s|2n|s| counts the number of non-zero terms appearing in the sum overy. For
the terms with2−n > δ, we similarly obtain a contribution of

∑

2−n>δ

∑

β<γ

δγ−β2−n
|s|
2
−βn2n

|s|
2 . δγ ,

where we used the fact thatβ < γ ≤ 0. The claim then follows at once.

Remark 3.27 Recall that in Proposition 3.25, the bound onf − ζx depends onK1 but
not onK2. This shows that in the reconstruction theorem, the bound onRf −Πxf (x)
only depends on the second part of the definition of|||f |||γ;K. This remark will be
important when dealing with singular modelled dstributions in Section 6 below.

3.4 The reconstruction theorem for functions

A very important special case is given by the situation in which T contains a copy of
the canonical regularity structureTd,s (write T̄ ⊂ T for the model space associated to
the abstract polynomials) as in Remark 2.23, and where the model (Π,Γ) we consider
yields the canonical polynomial model when restricted toT̄ . We consider the particular
case of the reconstruction theorem applied to elementsf ∈ Dγ(V ), whereV is a sector
of regularity0, but such that

V ⊂ T̄ + T+
α , (3.39)

for someα ∈ (0, γ). Loosely speaking, this states that the elements of the model
Π used to describeRf consist only of polynomials and of functions that are Hölder
regular of orderα or more.

This is made more precise by the following result:

Proposition 3.28 Let f ∈ Dγ(V ), whereV is a sector as in (3.39). Then,Rf coin-
cides with the function given by

Rf (x) = 〈1, f (x)〉 , (3.40)

and one hasRf ∈ Cαs .
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Proof. The fact that the functionx 7→ 〈1, f (x)〉 belongs toCα
s

is an immediate conse-
quence of the definitions and the fact that the projection off ontoT̄ belongs toDα. It
follows immediately that one has

∫

Rd
(Rf (x) − 〈1, f (x)〉)ψλy (x) dx . λα ,

from which, by the uniqueness of the reconstruction operator, we deduce that one does
indeed have the identity (3.40).

Another useful fact is the following result showing that once we know thatf ∈ Dγ

for someγ > 0, the components off in T̄k for 0 < k < γ are uniquely determined by
the knowledge of the remaining components. More precisely,we have

Proposition 3.29 If f, g ∈ Dγ with γ > 0 are such thatf (x) − g(x) ∈ ⊕

0<k<γ T̄k,
thenf = g.

Proof. Settingh = f − g, one hasRh = 0 from the uniqueness of the reconstruction
operator. The fact that this implies thath = 0 was already shown in Remark 2.16.

Remark 3.30 In full generality, it is not true thath is completely determined by the
knowledge ofRh. Actually, whether such a determinacy holds or not depends on the
intricate details of the particular model (Π,Γ) that is being considered. However, for
models that are built in a “natural” way from a sufficiently non-degenerate Gaussian
process, it does tend to be the case thatRh fully determinesh. See [HP13] for more
details in the particular case of rough paths.

3.5 Consequences of the reconstruction theorem

To conclude this section, we provide a few very useful consequences of the reconstruc-
tion theorem which shed some light on the interplay betweenΠ andΓ. First, we show
that forα > 0, the action ofΠx onTα is completely determined byΓ. In a way, one
can interpret this result as a generalisation of [Lyo98, Theorem 2.2.1].

Proposition 3.31 LetT be a regularity structure, letα > 0, and let(Π,Γ) be a model
for T overRd with scalings. Then, the action ofΠ onTα is completely determined
by the action ofΠ onT−

α and the action ofΓ onTα. Furthermore, one has the bound

sup
x∈K

sup
δ<1

sup
ϕ∈Br

s,0

sup
a∈Tα
‖a‖≤1

δ−α|(Πxa)(Sδs,xϕ)| ≤ ‖Π‖α;K̄‖Γ‖α;K̄ , (3.41)

whereK̄ denotes the1-fattening ofK as before andr > |minA|. If (Π̄, Γ̄) is a second
model for the same regularity structure, one furthermore has the bound

sup
x∈K

sup
δ;ϕ;a

δ−α|(Πxa− Π̄xa)(Sδs,xϕ)| ≤ ‖Π− Π̄‖α;K̄(‖Γ‖α;K̄ + ‖Γ‖α;K̄)

+ ‖Γ− Γ̄‖α;K̄(‖Π‖α;K̄ + ‖Π̄‖α;K̄) ,
(3.42)

where the supremum runs over the same set as in (3.41).

Proof. For anya ∈ Tα andx ∈ Rd, we define a functionfa,x : Rd → T−
α by

fa,x(y) = Γyxa− a .
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It follows immediately from the definitions thatfa,x ∈ Dα and that, uniformly over all
a with ‖a‖ ≤ 1, its norm over any domainK is bounded by the corresponding norm of
Γ. Indeed, we have the identity

Γyzfa,x(z) − fa,x(y) = (Γyxa− Γyza)− (Γyxa− a)

= a− Γyza ,

so that the required bound follows from Definition 2.17.
We claim that one then hasΠxa = Rfa,x, which depends only on the action ofΠ

onT−
α . This follows from the fact that, for everyy ∈ Rd, one hasΠxa = ΠyΓyxa, so

that

(Πxa−Πyfa,x(y))(Sλ
s,yη) = (Πya)(Sλs,yη) . λα‖Π‖α;K̄|||fa,x|||α;K̄

≤ λα‖Π‖α;K̄‖Γ‖α;K̄ , (3.43)

for all suitable test functionsη. The claim now follows from the uniqueness part of the
reconstruction theorem. Furthermore, the bound (3.41) is aconsequence of (3.43) with
y = x, noting thatfa,x(x) = 0.

It remains to obtain the bound (3.42). For this, we consider two models as in the
statement, and we set̄fa,x(y) = Γ̄yxa − a, We then apply the generalised version of
the reconstruction theorem, Proposition 3.25, noting thatwe are exactly in the situation
that it covers, withζy = Πyfa,x(y) − Π̄y f̄a,x(y). We then have the identity

ζy − ζz = (Πy(Γyx − I) − Π̄y(Γ̄yx − I))a− (Πz(Γzx − I) − Π̄z(Γ̄zx − I))a

= Πy(Γyz − I)a− Π̄y(Γ̄yz − I)a

= (Πy − Π̄y)(Γyz − I)a+ Π̄y(Γyz − Γ̄yz)a .

It follows that one has the bound

2
n|s|
2 〈ζy − ζz, ϕ

n,s
y 〉 ≤ ‖Π− Π̄‖α;K̄‖Γ‖α;K̄

∑

β<α

‖y − z‖α−βs 2−βn

+ ‖Γ− Γ̄‖α;K̄‖Π̄‖α;K̄
∑

β<α

‖y − z‖α−β
s

2−βn ,

where, in both instances, the sum runs over elements inA. Since we only need to
consider pairs (y, z) such that‖y − z‖s ≥ 2−n, this does imply the bound (3.30) with
the desired constants, so that the claim follows from Proposition 3.25.

Another consequence of the reconstruction theorem is that,in order to characterise
a model (Π,Γ) on some sectorV ⊂ T , it suffices to know the action ofΓxy onV , as
well as the values of(Πxa)(ϕn,sx ) for a ∈ V , x ∈ Λn

s
andϕ the scaling function of some

fixed sufficiently regular multiresolution analysis as in Section 3.1. More precisely, we
have:

Proposition 3.32 A model(Π,Γ) for a given regularity structure is completely deter-
mined by the knowledge of(Πxa)(ϕn,sx ) for x ∈ Λn

s
andn ≥ 0, as well asΓxya for

x, y ∈ Rd.
Furthermore, for every compact setK ⊂ Rd and every sectorV , one has the bound

‖Π‖V ;K . (1 + ‖Γ‖V ;K) sup
α∈AV

sup
a∈Vα

sup
n≥0

sup
x∈Λn

s
(K̄)

2αn+
n|s|
2

|(Πxa)(ϕn,sx )|
‖a‖ . (3.44)
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Here, we denote by‖Π‖V ;K the norm given as in Definition 2.17, but where we restrict
ourselves to vectorsa ∈ V . Finally, for any two models(Π,Γ) and(Π̄, Γ̄), one has

‖Π− Π̄‖V ;K . (1+ ‖Γ‖V ;K) sup
α∈AV

sup
a∈Vα

sup
n≥0

sup
x∈Λn

s
(K̄)

2αn+
n|s|
2

|(Πxa− Π̄xa)(ϕn,sx )|
‖a‖ .

Proof. Givena ∈ Vα andx ∈ Rd, we define similarly to above a functionfax : Rd → V
by fax (y) = Γyxa. (This timeα can be arbitrary though.) One then hasΠyf

a
x (y) =

ΠyΓyxa = Πxa, so thatRfax = Πxa. On the other hand, the proof of the reconstruc-
tion theorem only makes use of the values(Πxa)(ϕn,sx ) and the function (x, y) 7→ Γxy,
so that the claim follows.

The bound (3.44), as well as the corresponding bound onΠ− Π̄ are an immediate
consequence of Theorem 3.23, noting again that the coefficientsAnx only involve eval-
uations of(Πxa)(ϕn,sx ) and the mapΓxy.

Although this result was very straightforward to prove, it is very important when
constructing random models for a regularity structure. Indeed, provided that one has
suitable moment estimates, it is in many cases possible to show that the right hand side
of (3.44) is bounded almost surely. One can then make use of this knowledge todefine
the distributionΠxa byRfax via the reconstruction theorem. This is completely analo-
gous to Kolmogorov’s continuity criterion where the knowledge of a random function
on a dense countable subset ofRd is sufficient to define a random variable on the space
of continuous functions onRd as a consequence of suitable moment bounds. Actually,
the standard proof of Kolmogorov’s continuity criterion isvery similar in spirit to the
proof given here, since it also relies on the hierarchical approximation of points inRd

by points with dyadic coordinates, see for example [RY91].

3.6 Symmetries

It will often be useful to consider modelled distributions that, although they are defined
on all of Rd, are known to obey certain symmetries. Although the extension of the
framework to such a situation is completely straightforward, we perform it here mostly
in order to introduce the relevant notation which will be used later.

Consider some discrete symmetry groupS which acts onRd via isometriesTg. In
other words, for everyg ∈ S , Tg is an isometry ofRd andTgḡ = Tg ◦ Tḡ. Given a
regularity structureT , we call a mapM : S → L0 (whereL0 is as in Section 2.4)
anactionof S on T if Mg ∈ Aut T for everyg ∈ S and furthermore one has the
identityMgḡ = Mḡ ◦ Mg for any two elementsg, ḡ ∈ S . Note thatS also acts
naturally on any space of functions onRd via the identity

(T ⋆g ψ)(x) = ψ(T−1
g x) .

With these notations, the following definition is natural:

Definition 3.33 Let S be a group of symmetries ofRd acting on some regularity
structureT . A model (Π,Γ) for T is said to beadaptedto the action ofS if the
following two properties hold:

• For every test functionψ : Rd → R, everyx ∈ Rd, everya ∈ T , and everyg ∈ S ,
one has the identity(ΠTgxa)(T

⋆
g ψ) = (ΠxMga)(ψ).

• For everyx, y ∈ Rd and everyg ∈ S , one has the identityMgΓTgxTgy = ΓxyMg.
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A modelled distributionf : Rd → T is said to besymmetricif Mgf (Tgx) = f (x) for
everyx ∈ Rd and everyg ∈ S .

Remark 3.34 One could additionally impose that the norms on the spacesTα are cho-
sen in such a way that the operatorsMg all have norm1. This is not essential but makes
some expressions nicer.

Remark 3.35 In the particular case whereT contains the polynomial regularity struc-
tureTd,s and (Π,Γ) extends its canonical model, the actionMg of S on the abstract
elementX is necessarily given byMgX = AgX , whereAg is thed × d matrix such
thatTg acts on elements ofRd by Tgx = Agx + bg, for some vectorbg. This can be
checked by making use of the first identity in Definition 3.33.

The action on elements of the formXk for an arbitrary multiindexk is then natu-
rally given byMg(Xk) = (AgX)k =

∏

i(
∑

j A
ij
g Xj)ki .

Remark 3.36 One could have relaxed the first property to the identity(ΠTgxa)(T
⋆
g ψ) =

(−1)ε(g)(ΠxMga)(ψ), whereε : S → {±1} is any group morphism. This would then
also allow to treat Dirichlet boundary conditions in domains generated by reflections.
We will not consider this for the sake of conciseness.

Remark 3.37 While Definition 3.33 ensures that the model (Π,Γ) behaves “nicely”
under the action ofS , this doesnot mean that the distributionsΠx themselves are
symmetric in the sense thatΠx(ψ) = Πx(T ⋆g ψ). The simplest possible example on
which this is already visible is the case whereS consists of a subgroup of the transla-
tions. If we takeT to be the canonical polynomial structure andM to be the trivial
action, then it is straightforward to verify that the canonical model (Π,Γ) is indeed
adapted to the action ofS . Furthermore,f being “symmetric” in this case simply
means thatf has a suitable periodicity. However, polynomials themselves of course
aren’t periodic.

Our definitions were chosen in such a way that one has the following result.

Proposition 3.38 Let S be as above, acting onT , let (Π,Γ) be adapted to the ac-
tion of S , and let f ∈ Dγ (for someγ > 0) be symmetric. Then,Rf satisfies
(Rf)(T ⋆g ψ) = (Rf)(ψ) for every test functionψ and everyg ∈ S .

Proof. Take a smooth compactly supported test functionϕ that integrates to1 and fix
an elementg ∈ S . SinceTg is an isometry ofRd, its action is given byTg(x) =
Agx + bg for some orthogonal matrixAg and a vectorbg ∈ Rd. We then define
ϕg(x) = ϕ(A−1

g x), which is a test function having the same properties asϕ itself.
One then has the identity

ψ(x) = lim
λ→0

∫

Rd
(Sλs,yϕ)(x)ψ(y) dy .

Furthermore, this convergence holds not only pointwise, but in every spaceCk. As a
consequence of this, combined with the reconstruction theorem, we have

(Rf)(ψ) = lim
λ→0

∫

Rd
(Rf)(Sλ

s,yϕ)ψ(y) dy = lim
λ→0

∫

Rd
(Πyf (y))(Sλ

s,yϕ)ψ(y) dy
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= lim
λ→0

∫

Rd
(ΠTgyM

−1
g Mgf (Tgy))(T ⋆g Sλs,yϕ)ψ(y) dy

= lim
λ→0

∫

Rd
(Πyf (y))(T ⋆g Sλs,T−1

g y
ϕ) (T ⋆g ψ)(y) dy

= lim
λ→0

∫

Rd
(Πyf (y))(Sλ

s,yϕ
g) (T ⋆g ψ)(y) dy = (Rf)(T ⋆gψ) ,

as claimed. Here, we used the symmetry off and the adaptedness of (Π,Γ) to obtain
the second line, while we performed a simple change of variables to obtain the third
line.

One particularly nice situation is that when the fundamental domainK of S is
compact inRd. In this case, provided of course that (Π,Γ) is adapted to the action of
S , the analytical bounds (2.14) automatically hold over all of Rd. The same is true for
the bounds (3.1) iff is a symmetric modelled distribution.

4 Multiplication

So far, our theory was purely descriptive: we have shown thatT -valued maps with
a suitable regularity property can be used to provide a precise local description of a
class of distributions that locally look like a given familyof “model distributions”. We
now proceed to show that one can perform a number of operations on these modelled
distributions, while still retaining their description aselements in someDγ .

The most conceptually non-trivial of such operations is of course the multiplication
of distributions, which we address in this section. Surprisingly, even though elements
in Dγ describe distributions that can potentially be extremely irregular, it is possible
to work with them largely as if they consisted of continuous functions. In particular, if
we are given a product⋆ onT (see below for precise assumptions on⋆), then we can
multiply modelled distributions by forming the pointwise product

(f ⋆ g)(x) = f (x) ⋆ g(x) , (4.1)

and then projecting the result back toT−
γ for a suitableγ.

Definition 4.1 A bilinear map (a, b) 7→ a ⋆ b is a product onT if

• For everya ∈ Tα andb ∈ Tβ, one hasa ⋆ b ∈ Tα+β .

• One has1 ⋆ a = a ⋆ 1 = a for everya ∈ T .

Remark 4.2 In all of the situations considered later on, the product⋆ will furthermore
be associative and commutative. However, these propertiesdo not seem to be essential
as far as the abstract theory is concerned.

Remark 4.3 If V1 andV2 are two sectors ofT and⋆ is defined as a bilinear map on
V1 × V2, we can always extend it toT by settinga ⋆ b = 0 if either a belongs to the
complement ofV1 or b belongs to the complement ofV2.

Remark 4.4 We could have slightly relaxed the first assumption by allowing a ⋆ b ∈
T+
α+β. However, the current formulation appears more natural in the context of inter-

preting elements of the spacesTα as “homogeneous elements”.
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Ideally, one would also like to impose the additional property thatΓ(a⋆b) = (Γa)⋆
(Γb) for everyΓ ∈ G and everya, b ∈ T . Indeed, assume for a moment thatΠx takes
values in some function space and that the operation⋆ represents the actual pointwise
product between two functions, namely

Πx(a ⋆ b)(y) = (Πxa)(y) (Πxb)(y) . (4.2)

In this case, one has the identity

ΠxΓxy(a ⋆ b) = Πy(a ⋆ b) = (Πya) (Πyb) = (ΠxΓxya) (ΠxΓxyb)

= Πx(Γxya ⋆ Γxyb) .

In many cases considered in this article however, the model spaceT is either finite-
dimensional or, even though it is infinite-dimensional, some truncation still takes place
and one cannot expect (4.2) to hold exactly. Instead, the following definition ensures
that it holds up to an error which is “of orderγ”.

Definition 4.5 Let T be a regularity structure, letV andW be two sectors ofT , and
let ⋆ be a product onT . The pair (V,W ) is said to beγ-regular if Γ(a⋆b) = (Γa)⋆(Γb)
for everya ∈ Vα andb ∈Wβ such thatα+ β < γ.

We say that (V,W ) is regular if it isγ-regular for everyγ. In the caseV = W , we
say thatV is (γ-)regular if this is true for the pair (V, V ).

The aim of this section is to demonstrate that, provided thata pair of sectors is
γ-regular for someγ > 0, the pointwise product between modelled distributions in
these sectors yields again a modelled distribution. Throughout this section, we assume
thatV andW are two sectors of regularitiesα1 andα2 respectively. We then have the
following:

Theorem 4.6 Let (V,W ) be a pair of sectors with regularitiesα1 andα2 respectively,
let f1 ∈ Dγ1(V ) andf2 ∈ Dγ2(W ), and letγ = (γ1+α2)∧ (γ2 +α1). Then, provided
that (V,W ) is γ-regular, one hasf1 ⋆ f2 ∈ Dγ(T ) and, for every compact setK, the
bound

|||f1 ⋆ f2|||γ;K . |||f1|||γ1;K|||f2|||γ2;K(1 + ‖Γ‖γ1+γ2;K)2 ,

holds for some proportionality constant only depending on the underlying structureT .

Remark 4.7 If we denote as before byDγ
α an element ofDγ(V ) for some sectorV of

regularityα, then Theorem 4.6 can loosely be stated as

f1 ∈ Dγ1
α1

& f2 ∈ Dγ2
α2

⇒ f1 ⋆ f2 ∈ Dγ
α ,

whereα = α1 + α2 andγ = (γ1 + α2) ∧ (γ2 + α1). This statement appears to be
slightly misleading since it completely glosses over the assumption that the pair (V,W )
beγ-regular. However, at the expense of possibly extending theregularity structureT
and the model (Π,Γ), we will see in Proposition 4.10 below that it is always possible
to ensure that this assumption holds, albeit possibly in a non-canonical way.

Remark 4.8 The proof of this result is a rather straightforward consequence of our
definitions, combined with standard algebraic manipulations. It has nontrivial conse-
quences mostly when combined with the reconstruction theorem, Theorem 3.10.
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Proof of Theorem 4.6.Note first that since we are only interested in showing thatf1 ⋆
f2 ∈ Dγ , we discard all of the components inT+

γ . (See also Remark 3.2.) As a
consequence, we actually consider the function given by

f (x)
def
= (f1 ⋆γ f2)(x)

def
=

∑

m+n<γ

Qmf1(x) ⋆Qnf2(x) . (4.3)

It then follows immediately from the properties of the product that

‖f1 ⋆γ f2‖γ;K . ‖f1‖V ;K‖f2‖W ;K ,

where the proportionality constant depends only onγ andT , but not onK.
From now on we will assume that|||f1|||V ;K ≤ 1 and|||f2|||W ;K ≤ 1, which is not a

restriction by bilinearity. It remains to obtain a bound on

Γxy(f1 ⋆γ f2)(y) − (f1 ⋆γ f2)(x) .

Using the triangle inequality and recalling thatQℓ(f1 ⋆γ f2) = Qℓ(f1 ⋆ f2), we can
write

‖Γxyf (y) − f (x)‖ℓ ≤ ‖Γxy(f1 ⋆γ f2)(y) − (Γxyf1(y)) ⋆ (Γxyf2(y))‖ℓ
+ ‖(Γxyf1(y) − f1(x)) ⋆ (Γxyf2(y) − f2(x))‖ℓ
+ ‖(Γxyf1(y) − f1(x)) ⋆ f2(x)‖ℓ
+ ‖f1(x) ⋆ (Γxyf2(y) − f2(x))‖ℓ . (4.4)

It follows from (4.3) and the definition of (V,W ) beingγ-regular that for the first term,
one has the identity

Γxyf (y) − (Γxyf1(y)) ⋆ (Γxyf2(y)) = −
∑

m+n≥γ

(ΓxyQmf1(y)) ⋆ (ΓxyQnf2(y)) .

(4.5)
Furthermore, one has

‖(ΓxyQmf1(y)) ⋆ (ΓxyQnf2(y))‖ℓ .
∑

β1+β2=ℓ

‖ΓxyQmf1(y)‖β1
‖ΓxyQnf2(y)‖β2

.
∑

β1+β2=ℓ

‖Γ‖2γ1+γ2;K‖x− y‖m+n−β1−β2

s

. ‖Γ‖2γ1+γ2;K‖x− y‖γ−ℓs (4.6)

where we have made use of the facts thatm+ n ≥ γ and that‖x− y‖s ≤ 1.
It follows from the properties of the product⋆ that the second term in (4.4) is

bounded by a constant times
∑

β1+β2=ℓ

‖Γxyf1(y) − f1(x)‖β1
‖Γxyf2(y) − f2(x)‖β2

.
∑

β1+β2=ℓ

‖x− y‖γ1−β1

s
‖x− y‖γ2−β2

s
. ‖x− y‖γ1+γ2−ℓ

s
.

The third term is bounded by a constant times
∑

β1+β2=ℓ

‖Γxyf1(y)−f1(x)‖β1
‖f2(x)‖β2

. ‖x−y‖γ1−β1

s
1β2≥α2

. ‖x−y‖γ1+α2−ℓ
s

,

where the second inequality uses the identityβ1 + β2 = ℓ. The last term is bounded
similarly by reversing the roles played byf1 andf2.
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In applications, one would also like to have suitable continuity properties of the
product as a function of its factors. By bilinearity, it is ofcourse straightforward to
obtain bounds of the type

‖f1 ⋆ f2 − g1 ⋆ g2‖γ;K . ‖f1 − g1‖γ1;K‖f2‖γ2;K + ‖f2 − g2‖γ2;K‖g1‖γ1;K ,

|||f1 ⋆ f2 − g1 ⋆ g2|||γ;K . |||f1 − g1|||γ2;K|||f2|||γ2;K + |||f2 − g2|||γ2;K|||g1|||γ1;K ,

provided that bothfi andgi belong toCγi with respect to the same model. Note also
that as before the proportionality constants implicit in these bounds depend on the size
of Γ in the domainK. However, one has also the following improved bound:

Proposition 4.9 Let (V,W ) be as above, let(Π,Γ) and (Π̄, Γ̄) we two models forT ,
and letf1 ∈ Dγ1 (V ; Γ), f2 ∈ Dγ2 (W ; Γ), g1 ∈ Dγ1(V ; Γ̄), andg2 ∈ Dγ2(W ; Γ̄).

Then, for everyC > 0, one has the bound

|||f1 ⋆ f2; g1 ⋆ g2|||γ;K . |||f1; g1|||γ1;K + |||f2; g2|||γ2;K + ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ1+γ2;K ,

uniformly over allfi andgi with |||fi|||γi;K+ |||gi|||γi;K ≤ C, as well as models satisfying
‖Γ‖γ1+γ2;K + ‖Γ̄‖γ1+γ2;K ≤ C. Here, the proportionality constant depends only on
C.

Proof. As before, our aim is to bound the components inTℓ for ℓ < γ of the quantity

f1(x) ⋆ f2(x) − g1(x) ⋆ g2(x) − Γxy(f1 ⋆γ f2)(y) + Γ̄xy(g1 ⋆γ g2)(y) .

First, as in the proof of Theorem 4.6, we would like to replaceΓxy(f1 ⋆γ f2)(y) by
Γxyf1(y) ⋆ Γxyf2(y) and similarly for the corresponding term involving thegi. This
can be done just as in (4.6), which yields a bound of the order

(‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ1+γ2;K + ‖f1 − g1‖γ1;K + ‖f2 − g2‖γ2;K)‖x− y‖γ−ℓ
s

,

as required. We rewrite the remainder as

f1(x) ⋆ f2(x) − g1(x) ⋆ g2(x) − Γxyf1(y) ⋆ Γxyf2(y) + Γ̄xyg1(y) ⋆ Γ̄xyg2(y)

= (f1(x) − g1(x) − Γxyf1(y) + Γ̄xyg1(y)) ⋆ f2(x)

+ Γxyf1(y) ⋆ (f2(x) − g2(x) − Γxyf2(y) + Γ̄xyg2(y))

+ Γ̄xy(g1(y) − f1(y)) ⋆ (Γ̄xyg2(y) − g2(x))

+ (Γ̄xyf1(y) − Γxyf1(y)) ⋆ (Γ̄xyg2(y) − g2(x))

+ (g1(y) − Γ̄xyg1(y)) ⋆ (f2(x) − g2(x))
def
= T1 + T2 + T3 + T4 + T5 . (4.7)

It follows from the definition of|||·; ·|||γ1;K that we have the bound

‖T1‖ℓ . |||f1; g1|||γ1;K
∑

m+n=ℓ
m≥α1;n≥α2

‖x− y‖γ1−m
s

.

(As usual, sums are performed over exponents inA.) Since the largest possible value
for m is equal toℓ − α2, this is the required bound. A similar bound onT2 follows in
virtually the same way. The termT3 is bounded by

‖T3‖ℓ . ‖f1 − g1‖γ1;K
∑

m+n=ℓ
m≥α1;n≥α2

‖x− y‖γ2−n
s

.
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Again, the largest possible value forn is given byℓ−α1, so the required bound follows.
The bound onT4 is obtained in a similar way, replacing‖f1 − g1‖γ1;K by ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ1;K.
The last termT5 is very similar toT3 and can be bounded in the same fashion, thus
concluding the proof.

As already announced earlier, the regularity condition on (V,W ) can always be
satisfied by possibly extending our regularity structure. However, at this level of gener-
ality, the way of extendingT and (Π,Γ) can of course not be expected to be canonical!
In practice, one would have to identify a “natural” extension, which can potentially re-
quire a great deal of effort. Our abstract result however is:

Proposition 4.10 Let T be a regularity structure such that each of theTα is finite-
dimensional, let(V,W ) be two sectors ofT , let (Π,Γ) be a model forT , and let
γ ∈ R. Then, it is always possible to find a regularity structurēT containingT and
a model(Π̄, Γ̄) for T̄ extending(Π,Γ), such that the pair(ιV, ιW ) is γ-regular in T̄ .

Proof. It suffices to consider the situation where there existα andβ in A such that
(V,W ) is (α+ β)-regular but⋆ isn’t yet defined onVα andWβ . In such a situation, we
build the required extension as follows. First, extend the action ofG toT ⊕ (Vα⊗Wβ)
by setting

Γ(a⊗ b)
def
= Γa ⋆̄ Γb , a ∈ Vα , b ∈Wβ , Γ ∈ G , (4.8)

where⋆̄ is defined onVα ×Wβ by a ⋆̄ b = a⊗ b. (Outside ofVα ×Wβ , we simply set
⋆̄ = ⋆.) Then, considersomelinear equivalence relation∼ onTα+β ⊕ (Vα⊗Wβ) such
that

a ∼ b ⇒ Γa− a = Γb− b ∀Γ ∈ G , (4.9)

and such that no two elements inTα+β are equivalent. (Note that the implication only
goes from left to right. In particular, it is always possibleto take for∼ the trivial
relation under which no two distinct elements are equivalent. However, allowing for
non-trivial equivalence relations allows to impose additional algebraic properties, like
the commutativity of̄⋆ or Leibnitz’s rule.) Given such an equivalence relation, wenow
defineT̄ = (Ā, T̄ , Ḡ) by setting

Ā = A ∪ {α+ β} , T̄α+β = (Tα+β ⊕ (Vα ⊗Wβ))/ ∼ .

For γ 6= α + β, we simply setT̄γ = Tγ . Furthermore, we usē⋆ as the product in̄T
which, by construction, coincides with⋆, except onTα ⊗ Tβ . Finally, the groupḠ is
identical toG as an abstract group, but each element ofG is extended tōTα+β in the
way described above. Property (4.9) ensures that this is well-defined in the sense that
the action ofG on different elements of an equivalence class of∼ is compatible.

It remains to extend (Π,Γ) to a model (̄Π, Γ̄) for T̄ as an abstract group element,
with its action onT̄ given by (4.8). For̄Γ, we simply set̄Γxy = Γxy. The definition
(4.9) then ensures that the bound (2.14) forΓ also holds for elements in̄Tα+β. Regard-
ing Π̄, sinceT̄α+β still containsTα+β as a subspace, it remains to define it on some
basis of the complement ofTα+β in T̄α+β . For each such basis vectora, we can then
proceed as in Proposition 3.31 to constructΠxa for some (and therefore all)x ∈ Rd.

As a byproduct of our construction, we see that the extensionis essentially unique
if α+ β > 0, but that there s considerable freedom wheneverα+ β ≤ 0.
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Remark 4.11 At this stage one might wonder what the meaning ofR(f1 ⋆ f2) is in
situations where the distributionsRf1 andRf2 cannot be multiplied in any “classi-
cal” sense. In general, this strongly depends on the choice of model and of regularity
structure. However, we will see below that in cases where themodel was built using
a natural renormalisation procedure and thefi are obtained as solutions to some fixed
point problem, it is usually possible to interpretR(f1 ⋆ f2) as the weak limit of some
(possibly quite non-trivial) expression involving thefi’s.

Remark 4.12 In situations where a model happens to consist of continuousfunctions
such that one has indeedΠx(a ⋆ b)(y) = (Πxa)(y)(Πxb)(y), it follows from Re-
mark 3.15 that one has the identityR(f1 ⋆ f2) = Rf1 Rf2. In some situations,
it may thus happen that there are natural approximating models and approximating
functions such thatRf1 = limε→0 Rεf1;ε (and similarly forf2) andR(f1 ⋆ f2) =
limε→0(Rεf1;ε)(Rεf2;ε). See for example Section 4.4, as well as [CQ02, FV10a].

However, this need not always be the case. As we have already seen in Section 2.4,
the formalism is sufficiently flexible to allow for products that encode some renormali-
sation procedure, which is actually the main purpose of thistheory.

4.1 Classical multiplication

We are now able to give a rather straightforward applicationof this theory, which can be
seen as a multidimensional analogue of Young integration. In the case of the Euclidean
scaling, this result is of course well-known, see for example [BCD11].

Proposition 4.13 Forα, β ∈ R, the map(f, g) 7→ f ·g extends to a continuous bilinear
map fromCα

s
(Rd) × Cβs (Rd) to Cα∧βs (Rd) if α + β > 0. Furthermore, ifα 6∈ N, then

this condition is also necessary.

Remark 4.14 More precisely, ifK is a compact subset ofRd and K̄ its 1-fattening,
then there exists a constantC such that

‖f · g‖(α∧β);K ≤ C‖f‖α;K̄ ‖g‖β;K̄ , (4.10)

for any two smooth functionsf andg.

Proof. The necessity of the conditionα+ β > 0 is straightforward. Fixing a compact
setK ⊂ Rd and assuming thatα + β ≤ 0 (or the corresponding strict inequality for
integer values), it suffices to exhibit a sequence ofCr functionsfn, gn ∈ C(K) (with
r > max{|α|, |β|}) such that{fn} is bounded inCαs (K), gn is bounded inCβs (K), and
〈fn, gn〉 → ∞, where〈·, ·〉 denotes the usualL2-scalar product. This is because, since
fn andgn are supported inK, one can easily find a smooth compactly supported test
functionϕ such that〈fn, gn〉 = 〈ϕ, fngn〉.

A straightforward modification of [Mey92, Thm 6.5] shows that the characterisa-
tion of Proposition 3.20 forf ∈ C(K) to belong toCαs is also valid forα ∈ R+\N (since
f is compactly supported, there are no boundary effects). Therequired counterexample
can then easily be constructed by setting for example

fn =
n
∑

k=0

1√
k

∑

x∈Λs

k
∩K̄

2−k
|s|
2
−αkψk,sx ,
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and similarly forgn with α replaced byβ. Here,K̄ ⊂ K is such that the support of each
of theψk,sx is indeed inK. (One may have to start the sum from somek0 > 0.) Noting
that limn→∞〈fn, gn〉 = ∞ as soon asα+ β ≤ 0, this is the required counterexample.

Combining Theorem 4.6 and the reconstruction theorem, Theorem 3.10, we can
give a short and elegant proof of the sufficiency ofα + β > 0 that no longer makes
any reference to wavelet analysis. Assume from now on thatξ ∈ Cα

s
for someα < 0

and thatf ∈ Cβs for someβ > |α|. By bilinearity, we can also assume without loss
of generality that the norms appearing in the right hand sideof (4.10) are bounded by
1. We then build a regularity structureT in the following way. For the setA, we take
A = N∪ (N+α). ForT , we setT = V ⊕W , where each of the sectorsV andW is a
copy ofTd,s, the canonical model. We also chooseΓ as in the canonical model, acting
simultaneously on each of the two instances.

As before, we denote byXk the canonical basis vectors inV . We also use the
suggestive notation “ΞXk” for the corresponding basis vector inW , but we postulate
thatΞXk ∈ Tα+|k|s rather thanΞXk ∈ T|k|s . With this notation at hand, we also
define the product⋆ betweenV andW by the natural identity

(ΞXk) ⋆ (Xℓ) = ΞXk+ℓ .

It is straightforward to verify that, with this product, thepair (V,W ) is regular.
Finally, we define a mapJ : Cαs → MT given byJ : ξ 7→ (Πξ,Γ), whereΓ is as in

the canonical model, whileΠξ acts as

(ΠξxX
k)(y) = (y − x)k , (ΠξxΞX

k)(y) = (y − x)kξ(y) ,

with the obvious abuse of notation in the second expression.It is then straightforward
to verify thatΠy = Πx ◦ Γxy and that the mapJ is Lipschitz continuous.

Denote now byRξ the reconstruction map associated to the modelJ(ξ) and, for
u ∈ Cβs , denote byLu as before the unique element inDβ(V ) such that〈1,Lu(x)〉 =
u(x). Note that even though the spaceDβ (V ) does in principle depend on the choice
of model, in our situation it is independent ofξ for every modelJ(ξ). Since, when
viewed as aW -valued function, one hasΞ ∈ D∞(W ), one hasLu ⋆ Ξ ∈ Dα+β by
Theorem 4.6. We now consider the map

B(u, ξ) = Rξ(Lu ⋆ Ξ) .
By Theorem 3.10, combined with the continuity ofJ , this is a jointly continuous map
from Cβs × Cα

s
into Cα

s
, provided thatα+ β > 0. If ξ happens to be a smooth function,

then it follows immediately from Remark 3.15 thatB(u, ξ) = u(x)ξ(x), so thatB is
indeed the requested continuous extension of the product.

4.2 Composition with smooth functions

In general, it makes no sense to compose elementsf ∈ Dγ with arbitrary smooth
functions. In the particular case whenf ∈ Dγ(V ) for a function-like sectorV however,
this is possible. Throughout this subsection, we decomposeelementsa ∈ V asa =
ā1 + ã, with ã ∈ T+

0 and ā = 〈1, a〉. (This notation is suggestive of the fact thatã
encodes the small-scale fluctuations ofΠxa nearx.) We denote byζ > 0 the smallest
non-zero value such thatVζ 6= 0, so that one actually has̃a ∈ T+

ζ .
Given a function-like sectorV and a smooth functionF : Rn → R, we lift F to a

functionF̂ : V n → V by setting

F̂ (a) =
∑

k

DkF (ā)
k!

ã⋆k , (4.11)
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where the sum runs over all possible multiindices. Here,a = (a1, . . . , an) with ai ∈ V
and, for an arbitrary multiindexk = (k1, . . . , kn), we used the shorthand notation

ã⋆k = ã⋆k11 ⋆ . . . ⋆ ã⋆knd ,

with the convention that̃a⋆0 = 1.
In order for this definition to make any sense, the sectorV needs of course to be

endowed with a product⋆ which also leavesV invariant. In principle, the sum in (4.11)
looks infinite, but by the properties of the product⋆, we haveã⋆k ∈ T+

|k|ζ . Since
ζ is strictly positive, only finitely many terms in (4.11) contribute at each order of
homogeneity, so that̂F (a) is well-defined as soon asF ∈ C∞. The main result in this
subsection is given by:

Theorem 4.15 LetV be a function-like sector of some regularity structureT , let ζ >
0 be as above, letγ > 0, and letF ∈ Cκ(Rk,R) for someκ ≥ γ/ζ ∨ 1. Assume
furthermore thatV is γ-regular. Then, for anyf ∈ Dγ(V ), the mapF̂γ(f ) defined by

F̂γ(f )(x) = Q−
γ F̂ (f (x)) ,

again belongs toDγ(V ). If one furthermore hasF ∈ Cκ(Rk,R) for κ ≥ (γ/ζ ∨ 1)+1,
then the mapf 7→ F̂ (f ) is locally Lipschitz continuous in the sense that one has the
bounds

‖F̂γ(f )− F̂γ(g)‖γ;K . ‖f − g‖γ;K , |||F̂γ(f )− F̂γ(g)|||γ;K . |||f − g|||γ;K , (4.12)

for any compact setK ⊂ Rd, where the proportionality constant in the first bound is
uniform over allf , g with‖f‖γ;K+‖g‖γ;K ≤ C, while in the second bound it is uniform
over all f , g with |||f |||γ;K + |||g|||γ;K ≤ C, for any fixed constantC. We furthermore
performed a slight abuse of notation by writing again‖f‖γ;K (for example) instead of
∑

i≤n ‖fi‖γ;K.

Proof. From now on we redefineζ so thatζ = γ in the case whenA contains no index
between0 andγ. In this case, our original conditionκ ≥ γ/ζ ∨ 1 reads simply as
κ ≥ γ/ζ.

Let L = ⌊γ/ζ⌋, which is the length of the largest multiindex appearing in (4.11)
which still yields a contribution toT−

γ . Writing b(x) = Q−
γ F̂ (f (x)), we aim to find

a bound onΓyxb(x) − b(y). It follows from a straightforward generalisation of the
computation from Theorem 4.6 that

Γyxb(x) =
∑

|k|≤L

DkF (f̄ (x))
k!

Γyx(Q−
γ f̃ (x)⋆k)

=
∑

|k|≤L

DkF (f̄ (x))
k!

(Γyxf̃ (x))⋆k +R1(x, y) ,

with a remainder termR1 such that‖R1(x, y)‖β . ‖x− y‖γ−βs , for all β < γ. Since
Γyx1 = 1, we can furthermore write

Γyxf̃ (x) = Γyxf (x) − f̄ (x)1 = f̃ (y) + (f̄ (y) − f̄ (x))1+Rf (x, y) ,
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where, by the assumption onf , the remainder termRf again satisfies the bound
‖Rf (x, y)‖β . ‖x − y‖γ−βs for all β < γ. Combining this with the bound we al-
ready obtained, we get

Γyxb(x) =
∑

|k|≤L

DkF (f̄ (x))
k!

(f̃ (y) + (f̄ (y) − f̄ (x))1)⋆k +R2(x, y) , (4.13)

with
‖R2(x, y)‖β . ‖x− y‖γ−β

s
,

for all β < γ as above. We now expandDkF aroundf̄ (y), yielding

DkF (f̄ (x)) =
∑

|k+ℓ|≤L

Dk+ℓF (f̄ (y))
ℓ!

(f̄ (x) − f̄ (y))ℓ +O(‖x− y‖γ−|k|ζ
s ) , (4.14)

where we made use of the fact that|f̄ (x) − f̄ (y)| . ‖x − y‖ζs by the definition ofDγ ,
and the fact thatF is Cγ/ζ by asumption. Similarly, we have the bound

‖(f̃ (y) + (f̄ (y) − f̄ (x))1)⋆k‖β . ‖x− y‖ζ|k|−βs , (4.15)

so that, combining this with (4.13) and (4.14), we obtain theidentity

Γyxb(x) =
∑

|k+ℓ|≤L

Dk+ℓF (f̄ (y))
k!ℓ!

(f̃ (y)+ (f̄(y)− f̄(x))1)⋆k(f̄ (x)− f̄ (y))ℓ+R3(x, y) ,

(4.16)
whereR3 is again a remainder term satisfying the bound

‖R3(x, y)‖β . ‖x− y‖γ−βs . (4.17)

Using the generalised binomial identity, we have

∑

k+ℓ=m

1

k!ℓ!
(f̃ (y) + (f̄ (y) − f̄ (x))1)⋆k(f̄ (x) − f̄ (y))ℓ =

f̃ (y)⋆m

m!
,

so that the component inT−
γ of the first term in the right hand side of (4.16) is precisely

equal to the component inT−
γ of b(y). Since the remainder satisfies (4.17), this shows

that one does indeed haveb ∈ Dγ(V ).
The first bound in (4.12) is immediate from the definition (4.11), as well as the fact

that the assumption implies the local Lipschitz continuityof DkF for every|k| ≤ L.
The second bound is a little more involved. One way of obtaining it is to first define

h = f − g and to note that one then has the identity

F̂ (f (x)) − F̂ (g(x)) =
∑

k,i

∫ 1

0

Dk+eiF (ḡ(x) + th̄(x))
k!

(g̃(x) + th̃(x))⋆kh̄i(x) dt

+
∑

k,i

∫ 1

0

DkF (ḡ(x) + th̄(x))
k!

ki(g̃(x) + th̃(x))⋆(k−ei )h̃i(x) dt

=
∑

k,i

∫ 1

0

Dk+eiF (ḡ(x) + th̄(x))
k!

(g̃(x) + th̃(x))⋆khi(x) dt .
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Here,k runs over all possible multiindices andi takes the values1, . . . , n. We used
the notationei for the ith canonical multiindex. Note also that our way of writing the
second term makes sense since, wheneverki = 0 so thatk − ei isn’t a multiindex
anymore, it vanishes thanks to the prefactorki.

From this point on, the calculation is virtually identical to the calculation already
performed previously. The main differences are thatF appears with one more deriva-
tive and that every term always appears with a prefactorh, which is responsible for the
bound proportional to|||h|||γ;K.

4.3 Relation to Hopf algebras

Structures like the one of Definition 4.5 must seem somewhat familiar to the reader
used to the formalism of Hopf algebras [Swe69]. Indeed, there are several natural
instances of regularity structures that are obtained from aHopf algebra (see for example
Section 4.4 below). This will also be useful in the context ofthe kind of structures
arising when solving semilinear PDEs, so let us quickly outline this construction.

Let H be a connected, graded, commutative Hopf algebra with product ⋆ and a
compatible coproduct∆ so that∆(f ⋆ g) = ∆f ⋆ ∆g. We assume that the grading
is indexed byZd+ for somed ≥ 1, so thatH =

⊕

k∈Zd
+
Hk, and that each of the

Hk is finite-dimensional. The grading is assumed to be compatible with the product
structures, meaning that

⋆ : Hk ⊗Hℓ → Hk+ℓ , ∆: Hk →
⊕

ℓ+m=k

Hℓ ⊗Hm . (4.18)

Furthermore,H0 is spanned by the unit1 (this is the definition of connectedness), the
antipodeA mapsHk to itself for everyk, and the counit1∗ is normalised so that
〈1∗, 1〉 = 1.

The dualH⋆ =
⊕

k∈Zd
+
H∗
k is then again a graded Hopf algebra with a product◦

given by the adjoint of∆ and a coproduct∆⋆ given by the adjoint of⋆. (Note that
while ⋆ is assumed to be commutative,◦ is definitely not in general!) By (4.18), both
◦ and∆⋆ respect the grading ofH⋆. There is a natural actionΓ of H⋆ ontoH given by
the identity

〈ℓ,Γgf〉 = 〈ℓ ◦ g, f〉 , (4.19)

valid for all ℓ, g ∈ H⋆ and allf ∈ H. An alternative way of writing this is

Γgf = (1⊗ g)∆f , (4.20)

where we viewg as a linear operator fromH to R. It follows easily from (4.18) that, if
g andf are homogeneous of degreesdg anddf respectively, thenΓgf is homogeneous
of degreedf − dg, provided thatdf − dg ∈ Zd+. If not, then one necessarily has
Γgf = 0.

Remark 4.16 Another natural action ofH⋆ ontoH would be given by

〈ℓ, Γ̄gf〉 = 〈(A⋆g) ◦ ℓ, f〉 ,

where,A⋆, the adjoint ofA, is the antipode forH⋆. Since it is an antihomomorphism,
one has indeed the required identityΓ̄g1 Γ̄g2 = Γ̄g1◦g2 .
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Since we assumed that⋆ is commutative, it follows from the Milnor-Moore theorem
[MM65] that H⋆ is the universal enveloping algebra ofP (H⋆), the set of primitive
elements ofH⋆ given by

P (H⋆) = {g ∈ H⋆ : ∆⋆g = 1⋆ ⊗ g + g ⊗ 1⋆} .

Using the fact that the coproduct∆⋆ is an algebra morphism, it is easy to check that
P (H⋆) is indeed a Lie algebra with bracket given by [g1, g2] = g1 ◦ g2 − g2 ◦ g1. This
yields in a natural way a Lie groupG ⊂ H⋆ given byG = exp(P (H⋆)). It turns out
(see [Swe67]) that this Lie group has the very useful property that

∆⋆(g) = g ⊗ g , ∀g ∈ G .

As a consequence, it is straightforward to verify that one has the remarkable identity

Γg(f1 ⋆ f2) = (Γgf1) ⋆ (Γgf2) , (4.21)

valid for everyg ∈ G. This is nothing but an exact version of the regularity requirement
of Definition 4.5! Note also that (4.21) is definitelynot true for arbitrary elements
g ∈ H⋆.

All this suggests that a very natural way of constructing a regularity structure is
from a graded commutative Hopf algebra. The typical set-up will then be to fix scaling
exponents{αi}di=1 and to write〈α, k〉 = ∑d

i=1 αik1 for any indexk ∈ Zd+. We then
set

A = {〈α, k〉 : k ∈ Zd+} , Tγ =
⊕

〈α,k〉=γ

Hk .

With this notation at hand, we have:

Lemma 4.17 In the setting of this subsection,(A, T,G) is a regularity structure, with
G acting onT via Γ. Furthermore,T equipped with the product⋆ is regular.

Proof. In view of (4.21), the only property that remains to be shown is thatΓga− a ∈
T−
γ for a ∈ Tγ .

It is easy to show thatP (H⋆) has a basis consisting of homogeneous elements and
that these belong toH⋆

k for somek 6= 0. (Since∆⋆1⋆ = 1⋆ ⊗ 1⋆.) As a consequence,
for a ∈ Tγ , g ∈ P (H⋆), andn > 0, we haveΓgna ∈ Tβ for someβ < γ. Since every
element ofG is of the form exp(g) for someg ∈ P (H⋆) and sinceg 7→ Γg is linear,
one has indeedΓga− a ∈ T−

γ .

Remark 4.18 The canonical regularity structure is an example of a regularity structure
that can be obtained via this construction. Indeed, a natural dual to the spaceH of
polynomials ind indeterminates is given by the spaceH⋆ of differential operators
overRd with constant coefficients, which does itself come with a natural commutative
product given by the composition of operators. (Here, the word “differential operator”
should be taken in a somewhat loose sense since it consists ingeneral of an infinite
power series.) Given such a differential operatorL and an (abstract) polynomialP , a
natural duality pairing〈L, P 〉 is given by applyingL to P and evaluating the resulting
polynomial at the origin. Somewhat informally, one sets

〈L, P 〉 = (LP )(0) .
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The actionΓ described in (4.19) is then given by simply applyingL toP :

ΓLP = LP .

It is indeed obvious that (4.19) holds in this case. The spaceof primitives ofH⋆ then
consists of those differential operators that satisfy Leibnitz’s rule, which are of course
precisely the first-order differential operators. The group-like elements consist of their
exponentials, which act on polynomials indeed precisely asthe group of translations
onRd.

4.4 Rough paths

A prime example of a regularity structure onR that is quite different from the canonical
structure of polynomials is the structure associated toE-valued geometric rough paths
of classCγ for someγ ∈ (0, 1], and some Banach spaceE. For an introduction to the
theory of rough paths, see for example the monographs [LQ02,LCL07, FV10b] or the
original article [Lyo98]. We will see in this section that, given a Banach spaceE, we
can associate to it in a natural way a regularity structureR

γ
E which describes the space

of E-valued rough paths. The regularity indexγ will only appear in the definition of
the index setA. Given such a structure, the space of rough paths with regularity γ turns
out to be nothing but the space of models forR

γ
E .

SettingA = γN, we take forT the tensor algebra built uponE∗, the topological
dual ofE:

T =

∞
⊕

k=0

Tkγ , Tkγ = (E∗)
⊗k , (4.22)

where (E∗)⊗0 = R. The choice of tensor product onE andE∗ does not matter in
principle, as long as we are consistent in the sense that(E⊗k)

∗
= (E∗)⊗k for everyk.

We also introduce the spaceT⋆ (which is the predual ofT ) as the tensor algebra built
fromE, namelyT⋆ = T ((E)).

Remark 4.19 One would like to write againT⋆ =
⊕∞

k=0 E
⊗k. However, while we

consider forT finite linear combinations of elements in the spacesTkγ , for T⋆, it will
be useful to allow for infinite linear combinations.

Both T andT⋆ come equipped with a natural product. OnT⋆, it will be natural
to consider the tensor product⊗, which will be used to defineG and its action onT .
The spaceT also comes equipped with a natural product, theshuffle product, which
plays in this context the role that polynomial multiplication played for the canonical
regularity structures. Recall that, for any alphabetW , the shuffle product� is defined
on the free algebra overW by considering all possible ways of interleaving two words
in ways that preserve the original order of the letters. In our context, ifa, b andc are
elements ofE∗, we set for example

(a⊗ b)� (a⊗ c) = a⊗ b⊗ a⊗ c+2a⊗ a⊗ b⊗ c+2a⊗ a⊗ c⊗ b+ a⊗ c⊗ a⊗ b .

Regarding the groupG, we then perform the following construction. For any two
elementsa, b ∈ T⋆, we define their “Lie bracket” by

[a, b] = a⊗ b− b⊗ a .
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We then defineL ⊂ T⋆ as the (possibly infinite) linear combinations of all such brack-
ets, and we setG = exp(L) ⊂ T⋆, with the group operation given by the tensor product
⊗. Here, for any elementa ∈ T⋆, we write

exp(a) =
∞
∑

k=0

a⊗k

k!
,

with the convention thata⊗0 = 1 ∈ T0. Note that this sum makes sense for every
element inT⋆, and that exp(−a) = (exp(a))−1. For everya ∈ G, the corresponding
linear mapΓa acting onT is then obtained by duality, via the identity

〈c,Γab〉 = 〈a−1 ⊗ c, b〉 , (4.23)

where〈·, ·〉 denotes the pairing betweenT andT⋆. Let us denote byRγ
E the regularity

structure (A, T,G) constructed in this way.

Remark 4.20 The regularity structureRγ
E is yet another example of a regularity struc-

ture that can be obtained via the general construction of Section 4.3. In this case, our
Hopf algebra is given byT , equipped with the commutative product� and the non-
commutative coproduct obtained from⊗ by duality. The required morphism property
then just reflects the fact that the shuffle product is indeed amorphism for the decon-
catenation coproduct. The choice of action is then the one given by Remark 4.16.

What are the models (Π,Γ) for the regularity structureRγ
E? It turns out that the

elementsΓst (which we identify with an elementXst in T⋆ acting via (4.23)) are
nothing but what is generally referred to as geometric roughpaths. Indeed, the identity
Γst ◦ Γtu = Γsu, translates into the identity

Xsu = Xst ⊗Xtu , (4.24)

which is nothing but Chen’s relations [Che54]. The bound (2.19) on the other hand
precisely states that the rough pathX is γ-Hölder continuous in the sense of [FV10b]
for example. Finally, it is well-known (see (4.21) or [Reu93]) that, for a ∈ Tkγ and
b ∈ Tℓγ with k + ℓ ≤ p, and anyΓ ∈ G, one has the shuffle identity,

Γ(a� b) = (Γa)� (Γb) ,

which can be interpreted as a way of encoding the chain rule. This should again be
compared to Definition 4.5, which shows that the shuffle product is indeed the natural
product forT in this context and thatT is regular for�.

By Proposition 3.31, since our regularity structure only contains elements of pos-
itive homogeneity, the modelΠ is uniquely determined byΓ. It is straightforward to
check that if we set

(Πsa)(t) = 〈Xst, a〉 ,

then the relations and bounds of Definition 2.17 are indeed satisfied, so that this is the
unique modelΠ compatible with a given choice ofΓ (or equivalentlyX).

The interpretation of such a rough path is as follows. DenotebyXt the projection
of X0t ontoE, the predual ofTγ . Then, for everya ∈ Tkγ with k ∈ N, we interpret
〈Xst, a〉 as providing a value for the correspondingk-fold iterated integral, i.e.,

〈Xst, a〉 “=”
∫ t

s

∫ tk

s

. . .

∫ t2

s

〈dXt1 ⊗ . . .⊗ dXtk−1
⊗ dXtk , a〉 . (4.25)
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A celebrated result by Chen [Che54] then shows that indeed, if t 7→ Xt ∈ E is a
continuous function of bounded variation, and ifX is defined by the right hand side of
(4.25), then it is the case thatXst ∈ G for everys, t and (4.24) holds.

Now that we have identified geometric rough paths with the space of models re-
alisingRγ

E , it is natural to ask what is the interpretation of the spacesDβ introduced
in Section 3. An elementf of Dβ should then be thought of as describing a function
whose increments can locally (at scaleε) be approximated by linear combinations of
components ofX, up to errors of orderεβ. Settingp = ⌊1/γ⌋, it can be checked that
elements ofDβ with β = pγ are nothing but the controlled rough paths in the sense of
[Gub04].

Writing f0(t) for the component off (t) in T0 = R, it does indeed follow from the
definition ofDβ that

|f0(t) − 〈Xst, f (s)〉| . |t− s|β .
Since, on the other hand,〈Xst, 1〉 = 1, we see that one has indeed

f0(t) − f0(s) = 〈Xst,Q⊥
0 f (s)〉+O(|t− s|β) ,

whereQ⊥
0 is the projection onto the orthogonal complement to1.

The power of the theory is then that, even thoughf0 itself is typically only γ-
Hölder continuous, it does in many respects behave “as if” it was actuallyβ-Hölder
continuous, and one can haveβ > γ. In particular, it is now quite straightforward to
define “integration maps”Ia for a ∈ E∗ such thatF = Iaf should be thought of as
describing the integralF0(t) =

∫ t

0
f0(s) d〈Xs, a〉, provided thatβ + γ > 1.

It follows from the interpretation (4.25) that iff0(t) = 〈Xt, b〉 for some element
b ∈ T , then it is natural to haveF0(t) = 〈Xt, b ⊗ a〉. At first sight, this suggests that
one should simply setF (t) = (Iaf)(t) = f (t) ⊗ a. However, since〈1, f (t) ⊗ a〉 = 0,
this would not define an element ofDβ

γ for anyβ > γ so one still needs to find the
correct value for〈1, F (t)〉. The following result, which is essentially a reformulation
of [Gub10, Thm 8.5] in the geometric context, states that there is a unique natural way
of constructing this missing component.

Theorem 4.21 For everyβ > 1 − γ and everya ∈ E∗ there exists a unique linear
mapIa : Dβ → Cγ such that(Iaf)(0) = 0 and such that the mapIa defined by

(Iaf)(t) = f (t) ⊗ a+ (Iaf)(t) 1 ,

mapsDβ intoDβ̄ with β̄ = (β ∧ γp) + γ.

Remark 4.22 Even in the context of the classical theory of rough paths, one advantage
of the framework presented here is that it is straightforward to accommodate the case
of driving processes with different orders of regularity for different components.

Remark 4.23 Using Theorem 4.21, it is straightforward to combine it withTheo-
rem 4.15 in order to solve “rough differential equations” ofthe formdY = F (Y ) dX .
It does indeed suffice to formulate them as fixed point problems

Y = y0 + I(F̂ (Y )) .

As a map fromDβ([0, T ]) into itself, I then has normO(T β̄−β), which tends to0 as
T → 0 and the composition withF is (locally) Lipschitz continuous for sufficiently
regularF , so that this map is indeed a contraction for small enoughT .
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Remark 4.24 In general, one can imagine theories of integration in whichthe chain
rule fails, which is very natural in the context of numericalapproximations. In this
case, it makes sense to replace the tensor algebra by the Connes-Kreimer Hopf algebra
of rooted trees [Bro04], which plays in this context the roleof the “free” algebra gen-
erated by the multiplication and integration maps. This is precisely what was done in
[Gub10], and one can verify that the construction given there is again equivalent to the
construction of Section 4.3. See also [But72, HW74] for moredetails on the role of
the Connes-Kreimer algebra (whose group-like elements arealso called the “Butcher
group” in the numerical analysis literature) in the contextof the numerical approxima-
tion of solutions to ODEs with smooth coefficients. See also [HK12] for an analysis of
this type of structure from a different angle more closely related to the present work.

5 Integration against singular kernels

In this section, we show how to integrate a modelled distribution against a kernel (think
of the Green’s function for the linear part of the stochasticPDE under consideration)
with a well-behaved singularity on the diagonal in order to obtain another modelled
distribution. In other words, given a modelled distribution f , we would like to build
another modelled distributionKf with the property that

(RKf)(x) = (K ∗ Rf)(x)
def
=

∫

Rd
K(x, y)Rf (y) dy , (5.1)

for a given kernelK : Rd × Rd → R, which is singular on the diagonal. Here,R
denotes the reconstruction operator as before. Of course, this way of writing is rather
formal since neitherRf norRKf need to be functions, but it is more suggestive than
the actual property we are interested in, namely

(RKf)(ψ) = (K ∗ Rf)(ψ)
def
= (Rf)(K⋆ψ) , K⋆ψ(y)

def
=

∫

Rd
K(x, y)ψ(x) dx ,

(5.2)
for all sufficiently smooth test functionsψ. In the remainder of this section, we will
always use a notation of the type (5.1) instead of (5.2) in order to state our assumptions
and results. It is always straightforward to translate it into an expression that makes
sense rigorously, but this would clutter the exposition of the results, so we only use the
more cumbersome notation in the proofs. Furthermore, we would like to encode the
fact that the kernelK “improves regularity byβ” in the sense that, in the notation of
Remark 4.7,K is bounded fromDγ

α into Dγ+β
(α+β)∧0 for someβ > 0. For example, in

the case of the convolution with the heat kernel, one would like to obtain such a bound
with β = 2, which would be a form of Schauder estimate in our context.

In the case when the right hand side of (5.1) actually defines afunction (which
is the case for many examples of interest), it may appear thatit is straightforward to
defineK: simply encode it into the canonical part of the regularity structure by (5.1)
and possibly some of its derivatives. The problem with this is that since, forf ∈ Dγ

α,
one hasRf ∈ Cα, the best one can expect is to haveRKf ∈ Cα+β. Encoding this
into the canonical regularity structure would then yield anelement ofDα+β

0 , provided
that one even hasα + β > 0. In cases whereγ > α, which is the generic situation
considered in this article, this can be substantially shortof the result announced above.
As a consequence,Kf should in general also have non-zero components in parts ofT
that donot encode the canonical regularity structure, which is why theconstruction of
K is highly non-trivial.
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Let us first state exactly what we mean by the fact that the kernelK : Rd×Rd → R
“improves regularity by orderβ”:

Assumption 5.1 The functionK can be decomposed as

K(x, y) =
∑

n≥0

Kn(x, y) , (5.3)

where the functionsKn have the following properties:

• For all n ≥ 0, the mapKn is supported in the set{(x, y) : ‖x− y‖s ≤ 2−n}.

• For any two multiindicesk andℓ, there exists a constantC such that the bound

|Dk
1D

ℓ
2Kn(x, y)| ≤ C2(|s|−β+|ℓ|s+|k|s)n , (5.4)

holds uniformly over alln ≥ 0 and allx, y ∈ Rd.

• For any two multiindicesk andℓ, there exists a constantC such that the bounds
∣

∣

∣

∫

Rd
(x− y)ℓDk

2Kn(x, y) dx
∣

∣

∣
≤ C2−βn ,

∣

∣

∣

∫

Rd
(y − x)ℓDk

1Kn(x, y) dy
∣

∣

∣
≤ C2−βn ,

(5.5)

hold uniformly over alln ≥ 0 and allx, y ∈ Rd.

In these expressions, we writeD1 for the derivative with respect to the first argument
andD2 for the derivative with respect to the second argument.

Remark 5.2 In principle, we typically only need (5.4) and (5.5) to hold for multi-
indicesk andℓ that are smaller than some fixed number, which depends on the partic-
ular “Schauder estimate” we wish to obtain. In practice however these bounds tend to
hold for all multiindices, so we assume this in order to simplify notations.

A very important insight is that polynomials are going to play a distinguished role
in this section. As a consequence, we work with a fixed regularity structureT =
(A, T,G) and we assume that one hasTd,s ⊂ T for the same scalings and dimension
d as appearing in Definition 5.1. As already mentioned in Remark 2.23, we will use the
notationT̄ ⊂ T for the subspace spanned by the “abstract polynomials”. Furthermore,
as in Section 2.2, we will denote byXk the canonical basis vectors of̄T , wherek
is a multiindex inNd. We furthermore assume that, except for polynomials, integer
homogeneities are avoided:

Assumption 5.3 For every integer valuen ≥ 0, Tn = T̄n consists of the linear span
of elements of the formXk with |k|s = n. Furthermore, one considers models that are
compatible with this structure in the sense that(ΠxX

k)(y) = (y − x)k.

In order to interplay nicely with our structure, we will makethe following addi-
tional assumption on the decomposition of the kernelK:

Assumption 5.4 There existsr > 0 such that
∫

Rd
Kn(x, y)P (y) dy = 0 , (5.6)

for everyn ≥ 0, everyx ∈ Rd, and every polynomialP of scaled degree less or equal
to r.
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All of these three assumptions will be standing throughout this whole section. We
will therefore not restate this explicitly, except in the statements of the main theorems.
Even though Assumption 5.4 seems quite restrictive, it turns out not to matter at all. In-
deed, a kernelK that is regularity improving in the sense of Definition 5.1 can typically
be rewritten asK = K0 + K1 such thatK0 is smooth andK1 additionally satisfies
both Assumptions 5.1 and 5.4. Essentially, it suffices to “excise the singularity” with
the help of a compactly supported smooth cut-off function and to then add and subtract
some smooth function supported away from the origin which ensures that the required
number of moments vanish.

In many cases of interest, one can takeK to depend only on the difference be-
tween its two arguments. In this case, one has the following result, which shows that
our assumptions typically do cover the Green’s functions ofdifferential operators with
constant coefficients.

Lemma 5.5 LetK̄ : Rd \ {0} → R be a smooth function which is homogeneous under
the scalings in the sense that there exists aβ > 0 such that the identity

K̄(Sδsx) = δβ−|s|K̄(x) , (5.7)

holds for allx 6= 0 and all δ ∈ (0, 1]. Then, it is possible to decomposeK̄ asK̄(x) =
K(x) + R(x) in such a way that the “remainder”R is C∞ on all of Rd and such that
the map(x, y) 7→ K(x− y) satisfies Assumptions 5.1 and 5.4.

Proof. Note first that if each of theKn is a function ofx − y, then the bounds (5.5)
follow from (5.4) by integration by parts. We therefore onlyneed to exhibit a decom-
positionKn such that (5.4) is satisfied and such that (5.6) holds for every polynomial
P of some fixed but arbitrary degree.

Let N : Rd \ {0} → R+ be a smooth “norm” for the scalings in the sense that
N is smooth, convex, strictly positive, andN (Sδ

s
x) = δN (x). (See for example Re-

mark 2.13.) Then, we can introduce “spherical coordinates”(r, θ) with r ∈ R+ and
θ ∈ S

def
= N−1(1) by r(x) = N (x), andθ(x) = S1/r(x)

s x. With these notations, (5.7) is
another way of stating that̄K can be factored as

K̄(x) = rβ−|s|Θ(θ) , (5.8)

for some smooth functionΘ on S. Here and below, we suppress the implicit depen-
dency ofr andθ onx.

Our main ingredient is then the existence of a smooth “cutofffunction”ϕ : R+ →
[0, 1] such thatϕ(r) = 0 for r 6∈ [1/2, 2], and such that

∑

n∈Z

ϕ(2nr) = 1 , (5.9)

for all r > 0 (see for example the construction of Paley-Littlewood blocks in [BCD11]).
We also setϕR(r) =

∑

n<0 ϕ(2nr) and, forn ≥ 0, ϕn(r) = ϕ(2nr). With these
functions at hand, we define

K̄n(x) = ϕn(r)K̄(x) , R̄(x) = ϕR(r)K̄(x) .

SinceϕR is supported away from the origin, the functionR̄ is globally smooth. Further-
more, each of thēKn is supported in the ball of radius2−n, provided that the “norm”
N was chosen such thatN (x) ≥ 2‖x‖s.
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It is straightforward to verify that (5.4) also holds. Indeed, by the exact scaling
property (5.7) ofK̄, one has the identity

K̄n(x) = 2−(β−|s|)nK̄0(S2n

s x) ,

and (5.4) then follows immediately form the fact thatK0 is a compactly supported
smooth function.

It remains to modify this construction in such a way that (5.6) holds as well. For
this, choose any functionψ which is smooth, supported in the unit ball around the
origin, and such that, for every multiindexk with |k|s ≤ r, one has the identity

(1− 2−β−|k|s)

∫

xkψ(x) dx =

∫

xkK̄0(x) dx .

It is of course straightforward to find such a function. We then set

K0(x) = K̄0(x) − ψ(x) + 2|s|−βψ(S2
sx) ,

as well as

Kn(x) = 2−(β−|s|)nK0(S2n

s
x) , R(x) = R̄(x) + ψ(x) .

Sinceψ is smooth andKn has the same scaling properties as before, it is clear that the
required bounds are still satisfied. Furthermore, our construction is such that one has
the identity

N−1
∑

n=0

Kn(x) =
N−1
∑

n=0

K̄n(x) − ψ(x) + 2−(β−|s|)Nψ(S2N

s
x) ,

so that it is still the case that̄K(x) = R(x) +
∑

n≥0Kn(x). Finally, the exact scaling
properties of these expressions imply that

∫

xkKn(x) dx = 2−(β+|k|s)n
∫

xkK0(x) dx

= 2−(β+|k|s)n
∫

xk(K̄0(x) − ψ(x) + 2|s|−βψ(S2
sx)) dx

= 2−(β+|k|s)n
∫

xk(K̄0(x) − (1− 2−β−|k|s)ψ(x)) dx = 0 ,

as required.

Remark 5.6 A slight modification of the argument given above also allowsto cover
the situation where (5.8) is replaced bȳK(x) = Θ(θ) logr. One can then set

K̄n(x) = −Θ(θ)
∫ ∞

r

ϕn(r)
r

dr ,

and the rest of the argument is virtually identical to the onejust given. In such a
situation, one then hasβ = |s|, thus covering for example the case of the Green’s
function of the Laplacian in dimension2.



INTEGRATION AGAINST SINGULAR KERNELS 66

Of course, in order to have any chance at all to obtain a Schauder-type bound as
above, our model needs to be sufficiently “rich” to be able to describeKf with suffi-
cient amount of detail. For this, we need two ingredients. First, we need the existence
of a mapI : T → T that provides an “abstract” representation ofK operating at the
level of the regularity structure, and second we need that the modelΠ is adapted to this
representation in a suitable manner.

In our definition, we denote again bȳT the sector spanned by abstract monomials
of the typeXk for some multiindexk.

Definition 5.7 Given a sectorV , a linear mapI : V → T is an abstract integration
map of orderβ > 0 if it satisfies the following properties:

• One hasI : Vα → Tα+β for everyα ∈ A.

• One hasIa = 0 for everya ∈ V ∩ T̄ .

• One hasIΓa− ΓIa ∈ T̄ for everya ∈ V and everyΓ ∈ G.

(The first property should be interpreted asIa = 0 if a ∈ Vα andα+ β 6∈ A.)

Remark 5.8 At first sight, the second and third conditions might seem strange. It
would have been aesthetically more pleasing to impose thatI commutes withG, i.e.
thatIΓ = ΓI. This would indeed be very natural ifI was a “direct” abstraction of our
integration map in the sense that

ΠxIa =

∫

Rd
K(·, z)(Πxa)(dz) . (5.10)

The problem with such a definition is that ifa ∈ Tα with α > −β, so thatIa ∈ Tᾱ
for someᾱ > 0, then (2.14) requires us to defineΠxIa in such a way that it vanishes
to some positive order for localised testfunctions. This issimply not true in general,
so that (5.10) isnot the right requirement. Instead, we will see below that one should
modify (5.10) in a way to subtract a suitable polynomial thatforces theΠxIa to vanish
at the correct order. It is this fact that leads to consider structures withIΓa−ΓIa ∈ T̄
rather thanIΓa − ΓIa = 0. The last condition then merely ensures that our structure
is sufficiently rich to accommodate any such Taylor polynomial.

Our second and main ingredient is that the model should be “compatible” with the
fact thatI encodes the integral kernelK. For this, given an integral kernelK as above,
an important role will be played by the functionJ : Rd → LβT which, for everya ∈ Tα
and everyα ∈ A, is given by

J (x)a =
∑

|k|s<α+β

Xk

k!

∫

Rd
Dk

1K(x, z)(Πxa)(dz) , (5.11)

where we denote byD1 the differentiation operator with respect to the first variable. It
is straightforward to verify that, writingK =

∑

Kn as before and swapping the sum
overn with the integration, this expression does indeed make sense.

Definition 5.9 Given a sectorV and an abstract integration operatorI on V , we say
that a modelΠ realisesK for I if, for everyα ∈ A, everya ∈ Vα and everyx ∈ Rd,
one has the identity

ΠxIa =

∫

Rd
K(·, z)(Πxa)(dz) −ΠxJ (x)a , (5.12)
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Remark 5.10 The rigorous way of stating this definition is that, for all smooth and
compactly supported test functionsψ, one has

(ΠxIa)(ψ) =
∑

n≥0

∫

Rd
ψ(y)(Πxa)(K

α
n;xy) dy , (5.13)

where the functionKα
n;xy is given by

Kα
n;xy(z) = Kn(y, z) −

∑

|k|s<α+β

(y − x)k

k!
Dk

1Kn(x, z) . (5.14)

The purpose of subtracting the term involving the truncatedTaylor expansion ofK is
to ensure thatΠxIa vanishes atx at sufficiently high order. We will see below that in
our context, it is always guaranteed that the sum overn appearing in (5.13) converges
absolutely, see Lemma 5.19 below.

Remark 5.11 The case of simple integration in one dimension is very special in this
respect. Indeed, the role of the “Green’s function”K is then played by the Heaviside
function. This has the particular property of beingconstantaway from the origin, so
that all of its derivatives vanish. In particular, the quantity J (x)a then always takes
values inT0. This is why it is possible to consider expansions of arbitrary order in the
theory of rough paths without ever having to incorporate thespace of polynomials into
the corresponding regularity structure.

Note however that the “rough integral” is not an immediate corollary of Theo-
rem 5.12 below, due in particular to the fact that Assumption5.4 does not hold for
the Heaviside function. It is however straightforward to build the rough integral of any
controlled path against the underlying rough path using theformalism developed here.
In order not to stray too far from our main line of investigation we refrain from giving
this construction.

With all of these definitions at hand, we are now in the position to provide the
definition of the mapK on modelled distributions announced at the beginning of this
section. Actually, it turns out that for different values ofγ one should use slightly
different definitions. Givenf ∈ Dγ , we set

(Kγf)(x) = If (x) + J (x)f (x) + (Nγf)(x) , (5.15)

whereI is as above, acting pointwise,J is given in (5.11), and the operatorNγ maps
f into aT̄ -valued function by setting

(Nγf)(x) =
∑

|k|s<γ+β

Xk

k!

∫

Rd
Dk

1K(x, y)(Rf −Πxf (x))(dy) . (5.16)

(We will show later that this expression is indeed well-defined for allf ∈ Dγ .)
With all of these definitions at hand, we can state the following two results, which

are the linchpin around which the whole theory developed in this work revolves. First,
we have the announced Schauder-type estimate:

Theorem 5.12 LetT = (A, T,G) be a regularity structure and(Π,Γ) be a model for
T satisfying Assumption 5.3. LetK be aβ-regularising kernel for someβ > 0, letI be
an abstract integration map of orderβ acting on some sectorV , and letΠ be a model
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realisingK for I. Let furthermoreγ > 0, assume thatK satisfies Assumption 5.4 for
r = γ + β, and define the operatorKγ by (5.15).

Then, provided thatγ + β 6∈ N, Kγ mapsDγ(V ) intoDγ+β , and the identity

RKγf = K ∗ Rf , (5.17)

holds for everyf ∈ Dγ(V ). Furthermore, if(Π̄, Γ̄) is a second model realisingK and
one hasf̄ ∈ Dγ(V ; Γ̄), then the bound

|||Kγf ; K̄γ f̄ |||γ+β;K . |||f ; f̄ |||γ;K̄ + ‖Π− Π̄‖γ;K̄ + ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ+β;K̄ ,

holds. Here,K is a compact and̄K is its 1-fattening. The proportionality constant
implicit in the bound depends only on the norms|||f |||γ;K̄, |||f̄ |||γ;K̄, as well as similar
bounds on the two models.

Remark 5.13 One surprising feature of Theorem 5.12 is that the only non-local term in
Kγ is the operatorNγ which is a kind of “remainder term”. In particular, the “rough”
parts ofKγf , i.e. the fluctuations that cannot be described by the canonical model
consisting of polynomials, are always obtained as the imageof the “rough” parts off
under a simple local linear map. We will see in Section 8 belowthat, as a consequence
of this fact, iff ∈ Dγ is the solution to a stochastic PDE built from a local fixed point
argument using this theory, then the “rough” part in the description of f is alwaysgiven
by explicit local functionsof the “smooth part”, which can be interpreted as some kind
of renormalised Taylor series.

The assumptions on the modelΠ and on the regularity structureT = (A, T,G) (in
particular the existence of a mapI with the right properties) may look quite stringent
at first sight. However, it turns out that it isalwayspossible to embedany regularity
structureT into a larger regularity structure in such a way that these assumptions are
satisfied. This is our second main result, which can be statedin the following way.

Theorem 5.14 (Extension theorem)LetT = (A, T,G) be a regularity structure con-
taining the canonical regularity structureTd,s as stated in Assumption 5.3, letβ > 0,
and letV ⊂ T be a sector of order̄γ with the property that for everyα 6∈ N with
Vα 6= 0, one hasα + β 6∈ N. Let furthermoreW ⊂ V be a subsector ofV and letK
be a kernel onRd satisfying Assumptions 5.1 and 5.4 for everyr ≤ γ̄. Let (Π,Γ) be a
model forT , and letI : W → T be an abstract integration map of orderβ such that
Π realisesK for I.

Then, there exists a regularity structurêT containingT , a model(Π̂, Γ̂) for T̂

extending(Π,Γ), and an abstract integration map̂I of orderβ acting onV̂ = ιV such
that:

• The model̂Π realisesK for Î.

• The map̂I extendsI in the sense that̂Iιa = ιIa for everya ∈ W .

Furthermore, the map(Π,Γ) 7→ (Π̂, Γ̂) is locally bounded and Lipschitz continuous

in the sense that if(Π,Γ) and (Π̄, Γ̄) are two models forT and (Π̂, Γ̂) and( ˆ̄Π, ˆ̄Γ) are
their respective extensions, then one has the bounds

‖Π̂‖V̂ ;K + ‖Γ̂‖V̂ ;K . ‖Π‖V ;K̄(1 + ‖Γ‖V ;K̄) , (5.18)

‖Π̂− ˆ̄Π‖V̂ ;K + ‖Γ̂− ˆ̄Γ‖V̂ ;K . ‖Π− Π̄‖V ;K̄(1 + ‖Γ‖V ;K̄) + ‖Π̄‖V ;K̄‖Γ− Γ̄‖V ;K̄ ,

for any compactK ⊂ Rd and its2-fatteningK̄.
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Remark 5.15 In this statement, the sectorW is also allowed to be empty. See also
Section 8.2 below for a general construction showing how onecan build a regularity
structure from an abstract integration map.

The remainder of this section is devoted to the proof of thesetwo results. We start
with the proof of the extension theorem, which allows us to introduce all the objects
that are then needed in the proof of the multi-level Schauderestimate, Theorem 5.12.

5.1 Proof of the extension theorem

Before we turn to the proof, we prove the following lemma which will turn out to be
very useful:

Lemma 5.16 LetJ : Rd → T̄ be as above, letV ⊂ T be a sector, and letI : V → T
be adapted to the kernelK. Then one has the identity

Γxy(I + J (y)) = (I + J (x))Γxy , (5.19)

for everyx, y ∈ Rd.

Proof. Note first thatJ is well-defined in the sense that the following expression con-
verges:

(J (x)a)k =
1

k!

∑

γ∈A
|k|s<γ+β

∑

n≥0

(ΠxQγa)(D
k
1Kn(x, ·)) . (5.20)

Indeed, applying the bound (5.29) which will be obtained in the proof of Lemma 5.19
below, we see that the sum in (5.20) is uniformly convergent for everyγ ∈ A.

In order to show (5.19) we use the fact that, by the definition of an abstract integra-
tion map, we haveΓxyIa − IΓxya ∈ T̄ for everya ∈ T and every pairx, y ∈ Rd.
SinceΠx is injective onT̄ (it maps an abstract polynomial into its concrete realisation
based atx), it therefore suffices to show that one has the identity

Πy(I + J (y)) = Πx(I + J (x))Γxy .

This however follows immediately from (5.12).

Proof of Theorem 5.14.We first argue that we can assume without loss of generality
that we are in a situation where the sectorV is given by a finite sum

V = Vα1
⊕ Vα2

⊕ . . .⊕ Vαn , (5.21)

where theαi are an increasing sequence of elements inA, and where furthermore
Wαk = Vαk for all k < n. Indeed, we can first consider the caseV = Vα1

and
W = Wα1

and apply our result to build an extension to all ofVα1
. We then consider

the caseV = Vα1
⊕ Vα2

andW = Vα1
⊕ Wα2

, etc. We then denote bȳW the
complement ofWαn in Vαn so thatVαn =Wαn ⊕ W̄αn .

The proof then consists of two steps. First, we build the regularity structureT̂ =
(Â, T̂ , Ĝ) and the map̂I, and we show that they have the required properties. In a
second step, we will then build the required extension (Π̂, Γ̂) and we will show that it
satisfies the identity given by Definition 5.9, as well as the bounds of Definition 2.17
required to make it a bona fide model for̂T .

The only reason whyT needs to be extended is that we have no way a priori to
defineÎ to W̄ , so we simply add a copy of it toT and we postulate this copy to be



INTEGRATION AGAINST SINGULAR KERNELS 70

image ofW̄ under the extension̂I of I. We then extendG in a way which is consistent
with Definition 5.7. More precisely, our construction goes as follows. We first define

Â = A ∪ {αn + β} ,

whereαn is as in (5.21), and we definêT to be the space given by

T̂ = T ⊕ W̄ .

We henceforth denote elements inT̂ by (a, b) with a ∈ T andb ∈ W̄ , and the injection
mapι : T → T̂ is simply given byιa = (a, 0). Furthermore, we set

T̂α =

{

Tα ⊕ W̄ if α = αn + β,
Tα ⊕ 0 otherwise.

With these notations, one then indeed has the identityT̂ =
⊕

α∈Â T̂α as required.

In order to complete the construction of̂T , it remains to extendG. As a set, we
simply setĜ = G ×Mαn+β

W̄
, whereMα

W̄
denotes the set of linear maps from̄W into

T̄−
α (i.e. the polynomials of scaled degree strictly less thanα). The composition rule

on Ĝ is then given by the following skew-product:

(Γ1,M1) ◦ (Γ2,M2) = (Γ1Γ2,Γ1M2 +M1 + (Γ1I − IΓ1)(Γ2 − 1)) . (5.22)

One can check that this composition rule yields an element ofĜ. Indeed, by assump-
tion,G leavesT̄ invariant, so thatΓ1M2 is indeed again an element ofMαn+β

W̄
. Fur-

thermore,Γ1I − IΓ1 is an element ofLβV ⊂ Mαn+β
V by assumption, so that the last

term also maps̄W into T̄−
αn+β

as required. For any (Γ,M ) ∈ Ĝ, we then give its action

on T̂ by setting
(Γ,M )(a, b) = (Γa+ I(Γb− b) +Mb, b) .

Observe that

(Γ,M )(a, b) − (a, b) = ((Γa− a) + I(Γb− b) +Mb, 0) ,

so that this definition does satisfy the condition (2.1).
Straightforward verification shows that one has indeed

((Γ1,M1) ◦ (Γ2,M2))(a, b) = (Γ1,M1)((Γ2,M2)(a, b)) .

Since it is immediate that this action is also faithful, thisdoes imply that the operation
◦ defined in (5.22) is associative as required. Furthermore, one can verify that (1, 0) is
neutral for the operation◦ and that (Γ,M ) has an inverse given by

(Γ,M )−1 = (Γ−1,−Γ−1(M + (ΓI − IΓ)(Γ− 1))) ,

so that (̂G, ◦) is indeed a group. This shows that̂T = (Â, T̂ , Ĝ) is indeed again a
regularity structure. Furthermore, the mapj : Ĝ → G given by j(Γ,M ) = Γ is a
group homomorphism which verifies that, for everya ∈ T andΓ ∈ G, one has the
identity

(j(Γ,M ))a = Γa = ι−1(Γa, 0) = ι−1(Γ,M )ιa .

This shows thatι andj do indeed define a canonical inclusionT ⊂ T̂ , see Section 2.1.
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It is now very easy to extendI to the image of all ofV in T̂ . Indeed, for anya ∈ V ,
we have a unique decompositiona = a0 + a1 with a0 ∈W anda1 ∈ W̄ . We then set

Î(a, 0) = (Ia0, a1) .

Sincea1 = 0 for a ∈ W , one has indeed̂Iιa = Î(a, 0) = (Ia, 0) = ιIa in this
case, as claimed in the statement of the theorem. As far as theabstract part of our
construction is concerned, it therefore remains to verify thatÎ defined in this way does
verify our definition of an abstract integration map. The fact that Î : V̂α → T̂α+β is a
direct consequence of the fact that we have simplypostulatedthat0 ⊕ W̄ ⊂ T̂αn+β .
Since the action ofI on T̄ did not change in our construction, one still hasÎT̄ = 0.
Regarding the third property, for any (Γ,M ) ∈ Ĝ and everya = a1+a2 ∈ V as above,
we have

Î(Γ,M )(a, 0) = Î(Γa, 0) = (IΓa1 + I(Γa2 − a2), a2) ,

where we use the fact thatΓa2 − a2 ∈ V by the structural assumption (5.21) we made
at the beginning of this proof. On the other hand, we have

(Γ,M )Î(a, 0) = (Γ,M )(Ia1, a2) = (ΓIa1 + I(Γa2 − a2) +Ma2, a2) ,

so that the last property of an abstract integration map is also satisfied.
It remains to provide an explicit formula for the extended model (Π̂, Γ̂). Regarding

Π̂, for b ∈ W̄ andx ∈ Rd, we simplydefineit to be given by

Π̂x(a, b) = Πxa+

∫

Rd
K(·, z)(Πxb)(dz) −ΠxJ (x)b , (5.23)

whereJ is given by (5.11), which guarantees that the modelΠ̂ realisesK for Î onV .
Again, this expression is only formal and should really be interpreted as in (5.13). It
follows from Lemma 5.19 below that the sum in (5.13) converges and that it further-
more satisfies the required bounds when tested against smooth test functions that are
localised nearx. Note that the mapΠx 7→ Π̂x is linear and does not depend at all on
the realisation ofΓ. As a consequence, the bound on the difference between the exten-
sions of different regularity structures follows at once. It remains to definêΓxy ∈ Ĝ
and to show that it satisfies both the algebraic and the analytical conditions given by
Definition 2.17.

We set

Γ̂xy = (Γxy,Mxy) , Mxyb = J (x)Γxyb− ΓxyJ (y)b . (5.24)

By the definition ofJ , the linear mapMxy defined in this way does indeed belong to
Mαn+β

W̄
. Making use of Lemma 5.16 below, we then have the identity

Γ̂xy ◦ Γ̂yz = (ΓxyΓyz,Γxy(J (y)Γyz − ΓyzJ (z)) + J (x)Γxy − ΓxyJ (y)

+ (ΓxyI − IΓxy)(Γyz − 1))

= (Γxz,−ΓxzJ (z) + ΓxyJ (y)Γyz + J (x)Γxy − ΓxyJ (y)

+ (J (x)Γxy − ΓxyJ (y))(Γyz − 1))

= (Γxz,J (x)Γxz − ΓxzJ (z)) ,

which is the first required algebraic identity. Regarding the second identity, we have

Π̂xΓ̂xy(a, b) = Π̂x(Γxya+ I(Γxyb− b) + J (x)Γxyb− ΓxyJ (y)b, b)
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= Πxa+

∫

Rd
K(·, z)Πx(Γxyb− b)(dz) −ΠxJ (x)(Γxyb− b)

+ΠxJ (x)Γxyb−ΠyJ (y)b+
∫

Rd
K(·, z)Πxb(dz) −ΠxJ (x)b

= Πxa+

∫

Rd
K(·, z)Πyb(dz) −ΠyJ (y)b

= Π̂y(a, b) . (5.25)

Here, in order to go from the first to the second line, we used the fact thatI realisesK
for I onW by assumption.

It then only remains to check the bound onΓ̂xy stated in (2.14). SincêΓxy(a, 0) =
(Γxya, 0), we only need to check that the required bound holds for elements of the form
(0, b). Note here that (0, b) ∈ T̂αn+β , but that (b, 0) ∈ T̂αn . As a consequence,

‖I(Γxyb− b)‖γ = ‖Γxyb− b‖γ−β . ‖x− y‖αn−(γ−β)
s

= ‖x− y‖(αn+β)−γ
s

,

as required. It therefore remains to obtain a similar bound on the term‖Mxyb‖γ. In
view of (5.24), this on the other hand is precisely the content of Lemma 5.21 below,
which concludes the proof.

Remark 5.17 It is clear from the construction that̂T is the “smallest possible” exten-
sion ofT which is guaranteed to have all the required properties. In some particular
cases it might however happen that there exists an even smaller extension, due to the
fact that the matricesMxy appearing in (5.24) may have additional structure.

The remainder of this subsection is devoted to the proof of the quantitative estimates
given in Lemma 5.19 and Lemma 5.21. We will assume without further restating it
that some regularity structureT = (A, T,G) is given and thatK is a kernel satisfying
Assumptions 5.1 and 5.4 for someβ > 0. The test functionsKα

n;xy introduced in (5.14)
will play an important role in these bounds. Actually, we will encounter the following
variant: for any multiindexk and forα ∈ R, set

Kk,α
n,xy(z) = Dk

1Kn(y, z) −
∑

|k+ℓ|s<α+β

(y − x)ℓ

ℓ!
Dk+ℓ

1 Kn(x, z) ,

so thatKα
n,xy = K0,α

n,xy. We then have the following bound:

Lemma 5.18 Let Kk,α
n,xy be as above,a ∈ Tα for someα ∈ A, and assume that

α+ β 6∈ N. Then, one has the bound

|(Πya)(Kk,α
n,xy)| . ‖Π‖α;Kx(1 + ‖Γ‖α;Kx)

∑

δ>0

2δn‖x− y‖δ+α+β−|k|s
s , (5.26)

and similarly for|(Πxa)(Kk,α
n,xy)|. Here, the sum runs over finitely many strictly pos-

itive values and we used the shorthandKx for the ball of radius2 centred aroundx.
Furthermore, one has the bound

|(Πy − Π̄ya)(K
k,α
n,xy)| . (‖Π− Π̄‖α;Kx(1 + ‖Γ‖α;Kx) + ‖Π̄‖α;Kx‖Γ− Γ̄‖α;Kx)

×
∑

δ>0

2δn‖x− y‖δ+α+β−|k|s
s , (5.27)

(and similarly forΠx − Π̄x) for any two models(Π,Γ) and(Π̄, Γ̄).
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Proof. It turns out that the casesα + β > |k|s andα + β < |k|s are treated slightly
differently. (The caseα+β = |k|s is ruled out by assumption.) In the caseα+β > |k|s,
it follows from Proposition A.1 that we can expressKk,α

n;xy as

Kk,α
n;xy(z) =

∑

ℓ∈∂Aα

∫

Rd
Dk+ℓ

1 Kn(y + h, z)Qℓ(x− y, dh) , (5.28)

whereAα is the set of multiindices given byAα = {ℓ : |k + ℓ|s < α + β} and the
objects∂Aα andQℓ are as in Proposition A.1. In particular, note that|ℓ|s ≥ α+β−|k|s
for every term appearing in the above sum.

At this point, we note that, thanks to the first two propertiesin Definition 5.1, we
have the bound

|(Πya)(Dk+ℓ
1 Kn(y, ·))| . 2|k+ℓ|sn−αn−βn‖Π‖α;Kx , (5.29)

uniformly over ally with ‖y−x‖s ≤ 1 and for alla ∈ Tα. Unfortunately, the function
Dk+ℓKn is evaluated at (y + h, z) in our case, but this can easily be remedied by
shifting the model:

(Πya)(D
k+ℓ
1 Kn(y + h, ·)) = (Πy+hΓy+h,xa)(D

k+ℓ
1 Kn(y + h, ·))

.
∑

ζ≤α

‖h‖α−ζs 2|k+ℓ|sn−ζn−βn , (5.30)

where the sum runs over elements inA (in particular, it is a finite sum). In order to
obtain the bound on the second line, we made use of the properties (2.14) of the model.
We now use the fact thatQℓ(y−x, ·) is supported on valuesh such that‖h‖s ≤ ‖x−y‖s
and that

Qℓ(y − x,Rd) .
d
∏

i−1

|yi − xi|ℓi . ‖x− y‖|ℓ|ss . (5.31)

Combining these bounds, it follows that one has indeed

|(Πya)(Kk,α
n;xy)| .

∑

ζ;ℓ

‖x− y‖α−ζ+|ℓ|s
s 2|k+ℓ|sn−ζn−βn ,

where the sum runs over finitely many values ofζ and ℓ with ζ ≤ α and |ℓ|s ≥
α + β − |k|s. Since, by assumption, one hasα + β 6∈ N, it follows that one actually
has|ℓ|s > α + β − |k|s for each of these terms, so that the required bound follows at
once. The bound withΠy replaced byΠx follows in exactly the same way as above.

In the caseα+β < |k|s, we haveKk,α
n;yx(z) = Dk

1Kn(x, z) and, proceeding almost
exactly as above, one obtains

|(Πxa)(Dk
1Kn(x, ·))| . 2|k|sn−αn−βn ,

|(Πya)(Dk
1Kn(x, ·))| .

∑

ζ≤α

‖x− y‖α−ζs 2|k|sn−ζn−βn .

with proportionality constants of the required order.
Regarding the bound on the differences between two models, the proof is again

virtually identical, so we do not repeat it.

Definition 5.9 makes sense thanks to the following lemma:
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Lemma 5.19 In the same setting as above, for anyα ∈ A with α + β 6∈ N, the right
hand side in (5.13) witha ∈ Tα converges absolutely. Furthermore, one has the bound

∑

n≥0

∫

Rd
(Πxa)(Kα

n;yx)ψλx (y) dy . λα+β‖Π‖α;Kx(1 + ‖Γ‖α;Kx) , (5.32)

uniformly over allx ∈ Rd, all λ ∈ (0, 1], and all smooth functions supported inBs(1)
with ‖ψ‖Cr ≤ 1. Here, we used the shorthand notationψλx = Sλ

s,xψ, andKx is as
above. As in Lemma 5.18, a similar bound holds forΠx − Π̄x, but with the expression
from the right hand side of the first line of (5.18) replaced bythe expression appearing
on the second line.

Remark 5.20 The condition thatα + β 6∈ N is actually known to be necessary in
general. Indeed, it is possible to construct examples of functionsf ∈ C(R2) such that
K ∗ f 6∈ C2(R2), whereK denotes the Green’s function of the Laplacian [Mey92].

Proof. We treat various regimes separately. For this, we obtain separately the bounds

(Πxa)(Kα
n;yx) . ‖Π‖α;Kx(1 + ‖Γ‖α;Kx)

∑

δ>0

‖x− y‖α+β+δ
s

2δn , (5.33a)

∫

Rd
(Πxa)(Kα

n;yx)ψλx (y) dy . ‖Π‖α;Kx
∑

δ>0

λα+β−δ2−δn , (5.33b)

for ‖x − y‖s ≤ 1. Both sums run over some finite set of strictly positive indicesδ.
Furthermore, (5.33a) holds whenever‖x− y‖s ≤ 2−n, while (5.33b) holds whenever
2−n ≤ λ. Using the expression (5.13), it is then straightforward toshow that (5.33)
implies (5.32) by using the bound

∫

Rd
‖x− y‖γ

s
ψλx (y) dy . λγ ,

and summing the resulting expressions overn.
The bound (5.33a) (as well as the corresponding version for the difference between

two different models for our regularity structure) is a particular case of Lemma 5.18,
so we only need to consider the second bound. This bound is only useful in the regime
2−n ≤ λ, so that we assume this from now on. It turns out that in this case, the bound
(5.33b) does not require the use of the identityΠz = ΠxΓxz, so that the corresponding
bound on the difference between two models follows by linearity. For fixedn, it follows
from the linearity ofΠxa that

∫

Rd
(Πxa)(Kα

n;yx)ψλx (y) dy = (Πxa)
(

∫

Rd
Kα
n;yx( · )ψλx(y) dy

)

.

We decomposeKα
n;yx according to (5.14) and consider the first term. It follows from

the first property in Definition 5.1 that the function

Y λn (z) =
∫

Rd
Kn(y, z)ψλx(y) dy (5.34)

is supported in a ball of radius2λ aroundx, and bounded byC2−βnλ−|s| for some
constantC. In order to bound its derivatives, we use the fact that

DℓY λn (z) =
∑

k<ℓ

(Dkψλx)(x)
k!

∫

Rd
Dℓ

2Kn(y, z) (y−x)k dy+
∫

Rd
Dℓ

2Kn(y, z)Rx(y) dy ,
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where the remainderRx(y) satisfies the bound|Rx(y)| . λ−|s|−|ℓ|s‖x−y‖|ℓ|ss . Making
use of (5.4) and (5.5), we thus obtain the bound

sup
z∈Rd

|DℓY λn (z)| .
∑

k<ℓ

2−βnλ−|s|−|k|s + 2−βnλ−|s|−|ℓ|s

. 2−βnλ−|s|−|ℓ|s . (5.35)

Combining these bounds with Remark 2.21, we obtain the estimate

|(Πxa)(Y λn )| . λα2−βn .

It remains to obtain a similar bound on the remaining terms inthe decomposition of
Kα
n;yx. This follows if we obtain a bound analogous to (5.35), but for the test functions

Zλn,ℓ(z) = Dℓ
1Kn(x, z)

∫

Rd
(y − x)ℓ ψλx (y) dy .

These are supported in a ball of radius2−n aroundx and bounded by a constant mul-
tiple of 2(|ℓ|s+|s|−β)nλ|ℓ|s . Regarding their derivatives, the bound (5.4) immediately
yields

sup
z∈Rd

|DkZλn,ℓ(z)| . 2(|ℓ|s+|k|s+|s|−β)nλ|ℓ|s .

Combining these bounds again with Remark 2.21 yields the estimate

|(Πxa)(Zλn,ℓ)| . 2(|ℓ|s−α−β)nλ|ℓ|s .

Since the indicesℓ appearing in (5.14) all satisfy|ℓ|s < α+ β, the bound (5.33b) does
indeed hold for some finite collection of strictly positive indicesδ.

The following lemma is the last ingredient required for the proof of the extension
theorem. In order to state it, we make use of the shorthand notation

Jxy def
= J (x)Γxy − ΓxyJ (y) , (5.36)

where, given a regularity structureT and a model (Π,Γ), the mapJ was defined in
(5.11).

Lemma 5.21 Let V ⊂ T be a sector satisfying the same assumptions as in Theo-
rem 5.14. Then, for everyα ∈ A, a ∈ Vα, every multiindexk with |k|s < α + β, and
every pair(x, y) with ‖x− y‖s ≤ 1, one has the bound

|(Jxya)k| . ‖Π‖α;Kx(1 + ‖Γ‖α;Kx)‖x− y‖α+β−|k|s
s , (5.37)

whereKx is as before. Furthermore, if we denote bȳJxy the function defined like
(5.36), but with respect to a second model(Π̄, Γ̄), then we obtain a bound similar to
(5.37) on the differenceJxya − J̄xya, again with the expression from the right hand
side of the first line of (5.18) replaced by the expression appearing on the second line.

Proof. For any multiindexk with |k|s < α + β, we can rewrite thekth component of
Jxya as

(Jxya)k =
1

k!

∑

n≥0

(

∑

|k|s−β<γ≤α

(ΠxQγΓxya)(D
k
1Kn(x, ·)) (5.38)
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−
∑

|ℓ|s<α+β−|k|s

(x− y)ℓ

ℓ!
(Πya)(D

k+ℓ
1 Kn(y, ·))

)

def
=

1

k!

∑

n≥0

J n,k
xy a .

As usual, we treat separately the cases‖x − y‖s ≤ 2−n and‖x − y‖s ≥ 2−n. In the
case‖x− y‖s ≤ 2−n, we rewriteJ n,k

xy a as

J n,k
xy a = (Πya)(K

k,α
n;xy)−

∑

γ≤|k|s−β

(ΠxQγΓxya)(D
k
1Kn(x, ·)) . (5.39)

The first term has already been bounded in Lemma 5.18, yielding a bound of the type
(5.37) when summing over the relevant values ofn. Regarding the second term, we
make use of the fact that, forγ < α (which is satisfied since|k|s < α + β), one has
the bound‖Γxya‖γ . ‖x− y‖α−γs . Furthermore, for anyb ∈ Tγ , one has

(Πxb)(D
k
xKn(x, ·)) . ‖b‖2(|k|s−β−γ)n . (5.40)

In principle, the exponent appearing in this term might vanish. As a consequence of our
assumptions, this however cannot happen. Indeed, ifγ is such thatγ + β = |k|s, then
we necessarily have thatγ itself is an integer. By Assumptions 5.3 and 5.4 however,
we have the identity

(Πxb)(D
k
xKn(x, ·)) = 0 ,

for everyb with integer homogeneity.
Combining all these bounds, we thus obtain similarly to before the bound

|J n,k
xy a| . ‖Π‖α;Kx(1 + ‖Γ‖α;Kx)

∑

δ>0

‖x− y‖α+β−|k|s+δ
s 2δn , (5.41)

where the sum runs over a finite number of exponents. This expression is valid for all
n ≥ 0 with ‖x− y‖s ≤ 2−n. Furthermore, if we consider two different models (Π,Γ)
and (̄Π, Γ̄), we obtain a similar bound on the differenceJ n,k

xy a− J̄ n,k
xy a.

In the case‖x − y‖s ≥ 2−n, we treat the two terms in (5.38) separately and, for
both cases, we make use of the bound (5.40). As a consequence,we obtain

|J n,k
xy a| .

∑

|k|s−β<γ≤α

‖x− y‖α−γs 2(|k|s−β−γ)n

+
∑

|ℓ|s<α+β−|k|s

‖x− y‖|ℓ|ss 2(|k|s+|ℓ|s−β−α)n ,

with a proportionality constant as before. Thanks to our assumptions, the exponent of
2n appearing in each of these terms is always strictlynegative. We thus obtain a bound
like (5.41), but where the sum now runs over a finite number of exponentsδ with δ < 0.
Summing both bounds overn, we see that (5.37) does indeed hold forJxy. In this case,
the bound on the difference again simply holds by linearity.

5.2 Multi-level Schauder estimate

We now have all the ingredients in place to prove the “multi-level Schauder estimate”
announced at the beginning of this section. Our proof has a similar flavour to proofs of
the classical (elliptic or parabolic) Schauder estimates using scale-invariance, like for
example [Sim97].
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Proof of Theorem 5.12.We first note that (5.16) is well-defined for everyk with |k|s <
γ + β. Indeed, it follows from the reconstruction theorem and theassumptions onK
that

(Rf −Πxf (x))(Dk
1Kn(x, ·)) . 2(|k|s−β−γ)n , (5.42)

which is summable since the exponent appearing in this expression is strictly negative.
RegardingKγf − K̄γ f̄ , we use (3.4), which yields

|(Rf − R̄f̄ −Πxf (x) + Π̄xf̄ (x))(Dk
1Kn(x, ·))| (5.43)

. 2(|k|s−β−γ)n(|||f ; f̄ |||γ;K̄ + ‖Π− Π̄‖γ;K̄) ,

where the proportionality constants depend on the bounds onf , f̄ , and the two models.
In particular, this already shows that one has the bounds

‖Kγf‖γ+β;K . |||f |||γ;K̄ , ‖Kγf − K̄γ f̄‖γ+β;K . |||f ; f̄ |||γ;K̄ + ‖Π− Π̄‖γ;K̄ ,

so that it remains to obtain suitable bounds on differences between two points.
We also note that by the definition ofKγ and the properties ofI, one has forℓ 6∈ N

the bound

‖Kγf (x) − ΓxyKγf (y)‖ℓ = ‖I(f (x) − Γxyf (y))‖ℓ . ‖f (x) − Γxyf (y)‖ℓ−β
. ‖x− y‖γ+β−ℓs ,

which is precisely the required bound. A similar calculation allows to bound the terms
involved in the definition of|||Kγf ; K̄γ f̄ |||γ+β;K, so that it remains to show a similar
bound forℓ ∈ N.

It follows from (5.19), combined with the fact thatI does not produce any compo-
nent inT̄ by assumption, that one has the identity

(ΓxyKγf (y))k − (Kγf (x))k = (ΓxyNγf (y))k − (Nγf (x))k
+ (J (x)(Γxyf (y) − f (x)))k ,

so our aim is to bound this expression. We decomposeJ asJ =
∑

n≥0 J (n) and
Nγ =

∑

n≥0 N (n)
γ , where thenth term in each sum is obtained by replacingK by

Kn in the expressions forJ andNγ respectively. It follows from the definition of
Nγ , as well as the action ofΓ on the space of elementary polynomials that one has the
identities

(ΓxyN (n)
γ f (y))k =

1

k!

∑

|k+ℓ|s<γ+β

(x− y)ℓ

ℓ!
(Rf −Πyf (y))(Dk+ℓ

1 Kn(y, ·)) ,

(J (n)(x)Γxyf (y))k =
1

k!

∑

δ∈Bk

(ΠxQδΓxyf (y))(Dk
1Kn(x, ·)) , (5.44)

(J (n)(x)f (x))k =
1

k!

∑

δ∈Bk

(ΠxQδf (x))(Dk
1Kn(x, ·)) ,

where the setBk is given by

Bk = {δ ∈ A : |k|s − β < δ < γ} .

(The upper boundγ appearing inBk actually has no effect since, by assumption,f has
no component inTδ for δ ≥ γ.) As previously, we use different strategies for small
scales and for large scales.
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We first bound the terms at small scales, i.e. when2−n ≤ ‖x−y‖s. In this case, we
bound separately the termsN (n)

γ f , ΓxyN (n)
γ f , andJ (n)(x)(Γxyf (y) − f (x)). In order

to bound the distance betweenKγf andK̄γ f̄ , we also need to obtain similar bounds
on N (n)

γ f − N̄ (n)
γ f̄ , ΓxyN (n)

γ f − Γ̄xyN̄ (n)
γ f̄ , as well asJ (n)(x)(Γxyf (y) − f (x)) −

J̄ (n)(x)(Γ̄xyf̄ (y) − f̄ (x)). Here, we denote bȳJ the same function asJ , but defined
from the model (̄Π, Γ̄). The same holds for̄Nγ .

Recall from (5.42) that we have forN (n)
γ f the bound

|(N (n)
γ f (x))k| . 2(|k|s−β−γ)n , (5.45)

so that, since we only consider indicesk such that|k|s − β − γ < 0, one obtains

∑

n : 2−n≤‖x−y‖s

|(N (n)
γ f (x))k| . ‖x− y‖β+γ−|k|s

s ,

as required. In the same way, we obtain the bound
∑

n : 2−n≤‖x−y‖s

|(N (n)
γ f (x)−N̄ (n)

γ f̄ (x))k| . ‖x−y‖β+γ−|k|s
s (|||f ; f̄ |||γ;K̄+‖Π−Π̄‖γ;K̄) ,

where we made use of (5.43) instead of (5.42).
Similarly, we obtain for(ΓxyN (n)

γ f (y))k the bound

|(ΓxyN (n)
γ f (y))k| .

∑

|k+ℓ|s<γ+β

‖x− y‖|ℓ|ss 2(|k+ℓ|s−β−γ)n .

Summing over values ofn with 2−n ≤ ‖x − y‖s, we can bound this term again by a
multiple of‖x− y‖β+γ−|k|s

s . In virtually the same way, we obtain the bound

|(ΓxyN (n)
γ f − Γ̄xyN̄ (n)

γ f̄)k|
. ‖x− y‖β+γ−|k|s

s (|||f ; f̄ |||γ;K̄ + ‖Π− Π̄‖γ;K̄ + ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ+β;K̄) ,

where rewrote the left hand side as (Γxy− Γ̄xy)N (n)
γ f +Γ̄xy(N̄ (n)

γ f̄ −N (n)
γ f) and then

proceeded to bound both terms as above.
We now turn to the term involvingJ (n). From the definition ofJ (n), we then

obtain the bound

|(J (n)(x)(Γxyf (y) − f (x)))k| =
∑

δ∈Bk

(ΠxQδ(Γxyf (y) − f (x)))(Dk
1Kn(x, ·))

.
∑

δ∈Bk

‖x− y‖γ−δ
s

2(|k|s−β−δ)n . (5.46)

It follows from the definition ofBk that |k|s − β − δ < 0 for every term appearing in
this sum. As a consequence, summing over alln such that2−n ≤ ‖x− y‖s, we obtain

a bound of the order‖x − y‖γ+β−|k|s
s as required. Regarding the corresponding term

arising inKγf − K̄γ f̄ , we use the identity

ΠxQδ(Γxyf (y) − f (x))− Π̄xQδ(Γ̄xyf̄ (y) − f̄ (x)) (5.47)

= (Πx − Π̄x)Qδ(Γxyf (y) − f (x))

+ Π̄xQδ(f̄ (x) − f (x) − Γ̄xy f̄ (y) + Γxyf (y)) ,
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and we bound both terms separately in the same way as above, making use of the
definition of|||f ; f̄ |||γ;K̄ in order to control the second term.

It remains to obtain similar bounds on large scales, i.e. in the regime2−n ≥ ‖x −
y‖s. We define

T k
1

def
= −k!((N (n)

γ f)(x) + J (n)(x)f (x))k ,

T k
2

def
= k!((ΓxyN (n)

γ f)(y) + J (n)(x)Γxyf (y))k .

Inspecting the definitions of these terms, we then obtain theidentities

T k
1 =

(

∑

ζ≤|k|s−β

ΠxQζf (x) −Rf
)

(Dk
1Kn(x, ·)) ,

T k
2 =

∑

ζ>|k|s−β

(ΠxQζΓxyf (y))(Dk
1Kn(x, ·))

−
∑

|k+ℓ|s<γ+β

(x− y)ℓ

ℓ!
(Πyf (y) −Rf)(Dk+ℓ

1 Kn(y, ·)) .

Adding these two terms, we have

T k
2 + T k

1 = (Πyf (y) −Rf)(Kk,γ
n;xy) (5.48)

+
∑

ζ≤|k|s−β

(ΠxQζ(Γxyf (y) − f (x)))(Dk
1Kn(x, ·)) .

In order to bound the first term, we proceed similarly to the proof of the second part of
Lemma 5.18. The only difference is that the analogue to the left hand side of (5.30) is
now given by

(Πyf (y) −Rf)(Dk+ℓ
1 Kn(ȳ, ·)) = (Πȳf (ȳ) −Rf)(Dk+ℓ

1 Kn(ȳ, ·)) (5.49)

+ (Πȳ(Γȳyf (y) − f (ȳ)))(Dk+ℓ
1 Kn(ȳ, ·)) ,

where we set̄y = y + h. Regarding the first term in this expression, recall from (5.42)
that

|(Πȳf (ȳ) −Rf)(Dk+ℓ
1 Kn(ȳ, ·))| . 2(|k+ℓ|s−β−γ)n .

Sinceβ + γ 6∈ N by assumption, the exponent appearing in this expression isalways
strictly positive, thus yielding the required bound. The corresponding bound onKγf −
K̄γ f̄ is obtained in the same way, but making use of (5.43) instead of (5.42).

To bound the second term in (5.49), we use the fact thatf ∈ Dγ which yields

|(Πȳ(Γȳyf (y) − f (ȳ)))(Dk+ℓ
1 Kn(ȳ, ·))| .

∑

ζ≤γ

‖x− y‖γ−ζs 2(|k+ℓ|s−ζ−β)n .

We thus obtain a bound analogous to (5.30), withα replaced byγ. Proceeding anal-
ogously to (5.47), we obtain a similar bound (but with a prefactor ‖Γ − Γ̄‖γ+β;K̄ +

|||f ; f̄ |||γ;K̄) for the corresponding term appearing in the difference betweenKγf and
K̄γ f̄ . Proceeding as in the remainder of the proof of Lemma 5.18, wethen obtain the
bound

|(Πyf (y) −Rf)(Kk,γ
n;xy)| .

∑

δ>0

2δn‖x− y‖δ+γ+β−|k|s
s , (5.50)
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where the sum runs only over finitely many values ofδ. The corresponding bound for
the difference is obtained in the same way.

Regarding the second term in (5.48), we obtain the bound

|(ΠxQζ(Γxyf (y) − f (x)))(Dk
1Kn(x, ·))| . ‖x− y‖γ−ζ

s
2(|k|s−β−ζ)n .

At this stage, one might again have summability problems ifζ = |k|s − β. However,
just as in the proof of Lemma 5.21, our assumptions guaranteethat such terms do not
contribute. Summing both of these bounds over the relevant values ofn, the requested
bound follows at once. Again, the corresponding term involved in the difference can
be bounded in the same way, by making use of the decomposition(5.47).

It remains to show that the identity (5.17) holds. Actually,by the uniqueness part
of the reconstruction theorem, it suffices to show that, for any suitable test functionψ
and anyx ∈ D, one has

(ΠxKf (x) −K ∗ Rf)(Sλs,xψ) . λδ ,

for some strictly positive exponentδ. Writing ψλx = Sλ
s,xψ as a shorthand, we obtain

the identity

(ΠxKf (x) −K ∗ Rf)(ψλx )

=
∑

n≥0

∫
(

∑

ζ∈A

(ΠxQζf (x))
(

Kn(y, ·) −
∑

|ℓ|s<ζ+β

(y − x)ℓ

ℓ!
Dℓ

1Kn(x, ·)
)

+
∑

ζ∈A

∑

|ℓ|s<ζ+β

(y − x)ℓ

ℓ!
(ΠxQζf (x))(Dℓ

1Kn(x, ·))

+
∑

|k|s<γ+β

(y − x)k

k!
(Rf −Πxf (x))(Dk

1Kn(x, ·))

− (Rf)(Kn(y, ·))
)

ψλx (y) dy

=
∑

n≥0

∫

(Πxf (x) −Rf)(Kγ
n;yx)ψλx (y) dy .

It thus remains to obtain a suitable bound on(Πxf (x) − Rf)(Kγ
n;yx). As is by now

usual, we treat separately the cases2−n ≶ λ.
In the case2−n ≥ λ, we already obtained the bound (5.50) (withk = 0), which

yields a bound of the order ofλγ+β when summed overn and integrated againstψλx .
In the case2−n ≤ λ, we rewriteKγ

n;yx as

Kγ
n;yx = Kn(y, ·) −

∑

|ℓ|s<γ+β

(y − x)ℓ

ℓ!
Dℓ
xKn(x, ·) , (5.51)

and we bound the resulting terms separately. To bound the terms involving derivatives
of Kn, we note that, as a consequence of the reconstruction theorem, we have the
bound

|(Πyf (y) −Rf)(Dℓ
xKn(x, ·))| . 2(|ℓ|s−β−γ)n .

Since this exponent is always strictly negative (becauseγ+β 6∈ N by assumption), this
term is summable for largen. After summation and integration againstψλx , we indeed
obtain a bound of the order ofλγ+β as required.
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To bound the expression arising from the first term in (5.51),we rewrite it as
∫

(Πxf (x) −Rf)(Kn(y, ·))ψλx (y) dy = (Πxf (x) −Rf)(Y λn ) ,

whereY λn is as in (5.34). It then follows from (5.35), combined with the reconstruction
theorem, that

|(Πxf (x) −Rf)(Y λn )| . 2−βnλγ .

Summing over alln with 2−n ≤ λ, we obtain again a bound of the orderλγ+β, which
concludes the proof.

Remark 5.22 Alternatively, it is also possible to prove the multi-levelSchauder esti-
mate as a consequence of the extension and the reconstruction theorems. The argument
goes as follows: first, we add toT one additional “abstract” elementb which we decree
to be of homogeneityγ. We then extend the representation (Π,Γ) to b by setting

Πxb
def
= Rf −Πxf (x) , Γxyb− b

def
= f (x) − Γxyf (y) .

(Of course the groupG has to be suitable extended to ensure the second identity.) It
is an easy exercise to verify that this satisfies the requiredalgebraic identities. Fur-
thermore, the required analytical bounds onΠ are satisfied as a consequence of the
reconstruction theorem, while the bounds onΓ are satisfied by the definition ofDγ .

Setting f̂ (x) = f (x) + b, it then follows immediately from the definitions that
Πxf̂ (x) = Rf for everyx. One can then apply the extension theorem to construct an
elementIb such that (5.12) holds. In particular, this shows that the function F̂ given
by

F̂ (x) = If̂ (x) + J (x)f̂ (x) ,

satisfiesΠxF̂ (x) = K ∗ Rf for everyx. Noting thatΓxyF̂ (x) = F̂ (y), it is then
possible to show that on the one hand the mapx 7→ F̂ (x) − Ib belongs toDγ+β , and
that on the other hand one hasF̂ (x) − Ib = (Kγf)(x), so the claim follows.

The reason for providing the longer proof is twofold. First,it is more direct and
therefore gives a “reality check” of the rather abstract construction performed in the
extension theorem. Second, the direct proof extends to the case of singular modelled
distributions considered in Section 6 below, while the short argument given above does
not.

5.3 The symmetric case

If we are in the situation of some symmetry groupS acting onT as in Section 3.6,
then it is natural to impose thatK is also symmetric in the sense thatK(Tgx, Tgy) =
K(x, y), and that the abstract integration mapI commutes with the action ofS in the
sense thatMgI = IMg for everyg ∈ S .

One then has the following result:

Proposition 5.23 In the setting of Theorem 5.12, assume furthermore that a discrete
symmetry groupS acts onRd and onT , thatK is symmetric under this action, that
(Π,Γ) is adapted to it, and thatI commutes with it. Then, iff ∈ Dγ is symmetric, so
isKγf .
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Proof. For g ∈ S , we write again its action onRd asTgx = Agx + bg. We want to
verify thatMg(Kγf)(Tgx) = (Kγf)(x). Actually, this identity holds true separately
for the three terms that make upKγf in (5.15).

For the first term, this holds by our assumption onI. To treat the second term,
recall Remark 3.37. With the notation used there, we have theidentity

MgJ (Tgx)a =
∑

|k|s≤α

(AgX)k

k!

∫

Dk
1K(Tgx, z) (ΠTgxa)(dz)

=
∑

|k|s≤α

(AgX)k

k!

∫

Dk
1K(Tgx, Tgz) (ΠxMga)(dz)

=
∑

|k|s≤α

Xk

k!

∫

Dk
1K(x, z) (ΠxMga)(dz) = J (x)Mga ,

as required. Here, we made use of the symmetry ofK, combined with the fact thatAg
is an orthogonal matrix, to go from the second line to the third. The last term is treated
similarly by exploiting the symmetry ofRf given by Proposition 3.38.

Finally, one has

Lemma 5.24 In the setting of Lemma 5.5, if̄K is symmetric, then it is possible to
choose the decomposition̄K = K+R in such a way that bothK andR are symmetric.

Proof. Denote byG the crystallographic point group associated toS . Then, given any
decompositionK̄ = K0 +R0 given by Lemma 5.5, it suffices to set

K(x) =
1

|G |
∑

A∈G

K(Ax) , R(x) =
1

|G |
∑

A∈G

R(Ax) .

The required properties then follow at once.

5.4 Differentiation

Being a local operation, differentiating a modelled distribution is straightforward, pro-
vided again that the model one works with is sufficiently rich. Denote byDi the (usual)
derivative of a distribution onRd with respect to theith coordinate. We then have the
following natural definition:

Definition 5.25 Given a sectorV of a regularity structureT , a family of operators
Di : V → T is an abstract gradient forRd with scalings if

• one hasDia ∈ Tα−si for everya ∈ Vα,

• one hasΓDia = DiΓa for everya ∈ V and everyi.

Regarding the realisation of the actual derivationsDi, we use the following defini-
tion:

Definition 5.26 Given an abstract gradientD as above, a model (Π,Γ) on Rd with
scalings is compatible withD if the identity

DiΠxa = ΠxDia ,

holds for everya ∈ V and everyx ∈ Rd.
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Remark 5.27 Note that we do not make any assumption on the interplay between the
abstract gradientD and the product⋆. In particular, unless one happens to have the
identity Di(a ⋆ b) = a ⋆ Dib + Dia ⋆ b, there is absolutely noa priori reason forcing
the Leibnitz rule to hold. This is not surprising since our framework can accommodate
Itô integration, where the chain rule (and thus the Leibnitz rule) fails. See [HK12] for
a more thorough investigation of this fact.

Proposition 5.28 LetD be an abstract gradient as above and letf ∈ Dβ
α(V ) for some

β > si and some model(Π,Γ) compatible withD . Then,Dif ∈ Dβ−si
α−si

and the
identityRDif = DiRf holds.

Proof. The fact thatDif ∈ Dβ−si

α−si
is an immediate consequence of the definitions, so

we only need to show thatRDif = DiRf .
By the “uniqueness” part of the reconstruction theorem, this on the other hand

follows immediately if we can show that, for every fixed test functionψ and every
x ∈ D, one has

(ΠxDif (x) −DiRf)(ψλx ) . λδ ,

for someδ > 0. Here, we definedψλx = Sλ
s,xψ as before. By the assumption on the

modelΠ, we have the identity

(ΠxDif (x)−DiRf)(ψλx ) = (DiΠxf (x)−DiRf)(ψλx ) = −(Πxf (x)−Rf)(Diψ
λ
x ) .

SinceDiψ
λ
x = λ−siDλ

s,xDiψ, it then follows immediately from the reconstruction
theorem that the right hand side of this expression is of order λβ−si , as required.

Remark 5.29 The polynomial regularity structuresTd,s do of course come equipped
with a natural gradient operator, obtained by settingDiXj = δij1 and extending this
to all of T by imposing the Leibniz rule.

Remark 5.30 In cases where a symmetryS acts onT , it is natural to impose that the
abstract gradient is covariant in the sense that ifg ∈ S acts onRd asTgx = Agx+ bg
andMg denotes the corresponding action onT , then one imposes that

MgDiτ =
d

∑

j=1

Aijg Djτ ,

for everyτ in the domain ofD . This is consistent with the fact that

(ΠxMgDiτ)(ψ) = (ΠTgxDiτ)(T ♯gψ) = (DiΠTgxτ)(T
♯
gψ)

= −(ΠTgxτ)(DiT
♯
gψ) = −Aijg (ΠTgxτ)(T ♯gDjψ)

= −Aijg (ΠxMgτ)(Djψ) = Aijg (ΠxDjMgτ)(ψ) ,

where summation overj is implicit. It is also consistent with Remark 3.35.

6 Singular modelled distributions

In all of the previous section, we have considered situations where our modelled dis-
tributions belong to some spaceDγ , which ensures that the bounds (3.1) hold locally
uniformly in Rd. One very important situation for the treatment of initial conditions
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and / or boundary values is that of functionsf : Rd → T which are of the classDγ away
from some fixed sufficiently regular submanifoldP (think of the hyperplane formed by
“time 0”, which will be our main example), but may exhibit a singularity onP .

In order to streamline the exposition, we only consider the case whereP is given
by a hyperplane that is furthermore parallel to some of the canonical basis elements
of Rd. The extension to general submanifolds is almost immediate. Throughout this
section, we fix again the ambient spaceRd and its scalings, and we fix a hyperplane
P which we assume for simplicity to be given by

P = {x ∈ Rd : xi = 0 , i = 1, . . . , d̄} .

An important role will be played by the “effective codimension” of P , which we denote
by

m = s1 + . . .+ sd̄ . (6.1)

Remark 6.1 In the case whereP is a smooth submanifold, it is important for our
analysis that it has a product structure with each factor belonging to a subspace with
all components having the same scaling. More precisely, we consider a partitionP of
the set{1, . . . , d} into J disjoint non-empty subsets with cardinalities{dj}Jj=1 such
that si = sj if and only if i andj belong to the same element ofP. This yields a
decomposition

Rd ∼ Rd1 × · · · × RdJ .

With this notation, we impose thatP is of the formM1 × . . .×MJ , with each of the
Mj being a smooth (or at least Lipschitz) submanifold ofRdj . The effective codimen-
sionm is then given bym =

∑J
j=1 mj , wheremj is the codimension ofMj in Rdj ,

multiplied by the corresponding scaling factor.

We also introduce the notations

‖x‖P = 1 ∧ ds(x, P ) , ‖x, y‖P = ‖x‖P ∧ ‖y‖P .

Given a subsetK ⊂ Rd, we also denote byKP the set

KP = {(x, y) ∈ (K \ P )2 : x 6= y and ‖x− y‖s ≤ ‖x, y‖P} .

With these notations at hand, we define the spacesDγ,η
P similarly toDγ , but we intro-

duce an additional exponentη controlling the behaviour of the coefficients nearP . Our
precise definition goes as follows:

Definition 6.2 Fix a regularity structureT and a model (Π,Γ), as well as a hyperplane
P as above. Then, for anyγ > 0 andη ∈ R, we set

‖f‖γ,η;K def
= sup

x∈K\P

sup
ℓ<γ

‖f (x)‖ℓ
‖x‖(η−ℓ)∧0

P

, ⌊⌉f⌊⌉γ,η;K def
= sup
x∈K\P

sup
ℓ<γ

‖f (x)‖ℓ
‖x‖η−ℓP

.

The spaceDγ,η
P (V ) then consists of all functionsf : Rd \P → T−

γ such that, for every

compact setK ⊂ Rd, one has

|||f |||γ,η;K def
= ‖f‖γ,η;K + sup

(x,y)∈KP

sup
ℓ<γ

‖f (x) − Γxyf (y)‖ℓ
‖x− y‖γ−ℓs ‖x, y‖η−γP

<∞ . (6.2)
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Similarly to before, we also set

|||f ; f̄ |||γ,η;K def
= ‖f − f̄‖γ,η;K + sup

(x,y)∈KP

sup
ℓ<γ

‖f (x) − f̄ (x) − Γxyf (y) + Γ̄xyf̄ (y)‖ℓ
‖x− y‖γ−ℓs ‖x, y‖η−γP

.

Remark 6.3 In the particular case ofT = Td,s and (Π,Γ) being the canonical model
consisting of polynomials, we use the notationCγ,ηP (V ) instead ofDγ,η

P (V ).

At distances of order1 from P , we see that the spacesDγ,η
P andDγ coincide.

However, ifK is such thatds(x, P ) ∼ λ for all x ∈ K, then one has, roughly speaking,

|||f |||γ,η;K ∼ λγ−η|||f |||γ;K . (6.3)

In fact, this is not quite true: the components appearing in the first term in (6.2) scale
slightly differently. However, it turns out that the first bound actually follows from
the second, provided that one has an order one bound onf somewhere at order one
distance fromP , so that (6.3) does convey the right intuition in most situations.

The spacesDγ,η
P will be particularly useful when setting up fixed point arguments

to solve semilinear parabolic problems, where the solutionexhibits a singularity (or at
least some form of discontinuity) att = 0. In particular, in all of the concrete examples
treated in this article, we will haveP = {(t, x) : t = 0}.

Remark 6.4 The spaceDγ,0
P doesnotcoincide withDγ . This is due to the fact that our

definition still allows for some discontinuity atP . However,Dγ,γ
P essentially coincides

with Dγ , the difference being that the supremum in (6.2) only runs over elements in
KP . If P is a hyperplane of codimension1, thenf (x) can have different limits whether
x approachesP from one side or the other.

Definition 6.2 is tailored in such a way that ifK is of bounded diameter and we
know that

sup
ℓ<γ

‖f (x)‖ℓ <∞

for somex ∈ K \ P , then the bound on the first term in (6.2) follows from the bound
on the second term. The following statement is a slightly different version of this fact
which will be particularly useful when setting up local fixedpoint arguments, since it
yields good control onf (x) for x nearP .

Forx ∈ Rd andδ > 0, we writeSδPx for the value

SδPx = (δx1, . . . , δxd̄, xd̄+1, . . . , xd) .

With this notation at hand, we then have:

Lemma 6.5 Let K be a domain such that for everyx = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ K, one has
SδPx ∈ K for everyδ ∈ [0, 1]. Let f ∈ Dγ,η

P for someγ > 0 and assume that, for
everyℓ < η, the mapx 7→ Qℓf (x) extends continuously to all ofK in such a way that
Qℓf (x) = 0 for x ∈ P . Then, one has the bound

⌊⌉f⌊⌉γ,η;K . |||f |||γ,η;K ,

with a proportionality constant depending affinely on‖Γ‖γ;K. Similarly, letf̄ ∈ Dγ,η
P

with respect to a second model(Π̄, Γ̄) and assume this time thatlimx→P Qℓ(f (x) −
f̄ (x)) = 0 for everyℓ < η. Then, one has the bound

⌊⌉f − f̄⌊⌉γ,η;K . |||f ; f̄ |||γ,η;K + ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ;K(|||f |||γ,η;K + |||f̄ |||γ,η;K) ,

with a proportionality constant depending again affinely on‖Γ‖γ;K and‖Γ̄‖γ;K.
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Proof. For ds(x, P ) ≥ 1 or ℓ ≥ η, the bounds follow trivially from the definitions, so
we only need to consider the caseds(x, P ) < 1 andℓ < η. We then setxn = S2−n

P x
andx∞ = S0

Px. We also use the shorthandΓn = Γxn+1xn , and we assume without
loss of generality that|||f |||γ,η;K ≤ 1. Note that the sequencexn converges tox∞ and
that

‖xn+1 − xn‖s = ‖xn+1 − x∞‖s = ‖xn+1‖P = 2−(n+1)‖x‖P . (6.4)

The argument now goes by “reverse induction” onℓ. Assume that the bound
‖f (x)‖m . ‖x‖η−mP holds for allm > ℓ, which we certainly know to be the case
whenℓ is the largest element inA smaller thanη since then this bound is already con-
trolled by|||f |||γ,η;K. One then has

‖f (xn+1) − f (xn)‖ℓ ≤ ‖f (xn+1) − Γnf (xn)‖ℓ + ‖(1− Γn)f (xn)‖ℓ (6.5)

. 2−n(η−ℓ)‖x‖η−ℓP +
∑

m>ℓ

2−n(m−ℓ)‖x‖m−ℓ
P 2−n(η−m)‖x‖η−mP

. 2−n(η−ℓ)‖x‖η−ℓP ,

where we made use of the definition of|||f |||γ,η;K and (6.4) to bound the first term and
of the inductive hypothesis, combined with (6.4) and the bounds onΓ for the second
term. It immediately follows that

‖f (x)‖ℓ = ‖f (x) − f (x∞)‖ℓ ≤
∑

n≥0

‖f (xn+1) − f (xn)‖ℓ .
∑

n≥0

2−n(η−ℓ)‖x‖η−ℓP ,

which is precisely what is required for the first bound to hold. Here, the induction
argument onℓ works becauseA is locally finite by assumption.

The second bound follows in a very similar way. Settingδf = f − f̄ , we write

‖δf (xn+1) − δf (xn)‖ℓ ≤ ‖f (xn+1) − f̄ (xn+1) − Γnf (xn) + Γ̄nf̄ (xn)‖ℓ
+ ‖(1− Γn)f (xn) − (1− Γ̄n)f̄ (xn)‖ℓ .

The first term in this expression is bounded in the same way as above. The second term
is bounded by

‖(1− Γn)f (xn) − (1− Γ̄n)f̄ (xn)‖ℓ . 2−n(η−ℓ)‖x‖η−ℓP (|||f, f̄ |||γ,η;K + ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ;K) ,

from which the stated bound then also follows in the same way as above.

The following kind of interpolation inequality will also beuseful:

Lemma 6.6 Let γ > 0 and κ ∈ (0, 1) and let f and f̄ satisfy the assumptions of
Lemma 6.5. Then, for every compact setK, one has the bound

|||f ; f̄ |||(1−κ)γ,η;K . ⌊⌉f − f̄⌊⌉κγ,η;K(|||f |||γ,η;K + |||f̄ |||γ,η;K)1−κ ,

where the proportionality constant depends on‖Γ‖γ;K + ‖Γ̄‖γ;K.

Proof. All the operations are local, so we can just as well takeK = Rd. First, one then
has the obvious bound

‖f (x) − Γxyf (y) − f̄ (x) + Γ̄xy f̄ (y)‖ℓ ≤ (|||f |||γ,η + |||f̄ |||γ,η)‖x− y‖γ−ℓ
s

‖x, y‖η−γP .
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On the other hand, one also has the bound

‖f (x) − Γxyf (y) − f̄ (x) + Γ̄xyf̄ (y)‖ℓ . ⌊⌉f − f̄⌊⌉γ,η‖x, y‖η−ℓP ,

where the proportionality depends on the sizes ofΓ andΓ̄. As a consequence of these
two bounds, we obtain

‖f (x) − Γxyf (y) − f̄ (x) + Γ̄xy f̄ (y)‖ℓ . ⌊⌉f − f̄⌊⌉κγ,η(|||f |||γ,η + |||f̄ |||γ,η)1−κ

× ‖x− y‖γ−ℓ−κ(γ−ℓ)
s

‖x, y‖η−κℓ−(1−κ)γ
P

. ⌊⌉f − f̄⌊⌉κγ,η(|||f |||γ,η + |||f̄ |||γ,η)1−κ‖x− y‖(1−κ)γ−ℓ
s

‖x, y‖η−(1−κ)γ
P ,

which is precisely the required bound. Here, we made use of the fact that we only
consider points with‖x− y‖s . ‖x, y‖P to obtain the last inequality.

Regarding the bound on‖f (x) − f̄ (x)‖ℓ, one immediately obtains the required
bound

‖f (x) − f̄ (x)‖ℓ . ⌊⌉f − f̄⌊⌉κγ,η(|||f |||γ,η + |||f̄ |||γ,η)1−κ‖x‖(η−ℓ)∧1
P ,

simply because both⌊⌉ · ⌊⌉γ,η and||| · |||γ,η dominate that term.

In this section, we show that all of the calculus developed inthe previous sections
still carries over to these weighted spaces, provided that the exponentsη are chosen in
a suitable way. The proofs are mostly based on relatively straightforward but tedious
modifications of the existing proofs in the uniform case, so we will try to focus mainly
on those aspects that do actually differ.

6.1 Reconstruction theorem

We first obtain a modified version of the reconstruction theorem for elementsf ∈ Dγ,η
P .

Since the reconstruction operatorR is local and sincef belongs toDγ away fromP ,
there exists a unique elementR̃f in the dual of smooth functions that are compactly
supported away fromP which is such that

(R̃f −Πxf (x))(ψλx ) . λγ ,

for all x 6∈ P andλ ≪ d(x, P ). The aim of this subsection is to show that, under
suitable assumptions,̃Rf extends in a natural way to an actual distributionRf onRd.

In order to prepare for this result, the following result will be useful.

Lemma 6.7 Let T = (A, T,G) be a regularity structure and let(Π,Γ) be a model
for T overRd with scalings. Letψ ∈ Br

s,0 with r > |minA| andλ > 0. Then, for
f ∈ Dγ , one has the bound

|(Rf −Πxf (x))(ψλx )| . λγ sup
y,z∈B2λ(x)

sup
ℓ<γ

‖f (x) − Γxyf (y)‖ℓ
‖x− y‖γ−ℓs

,

where the proportionality constant is of order1 + ‖Γ‖γ;B2λ(x)|||Π|||γ;B2λ(x).

Remark 6.8 This is essentially a refinement of the reconstruction theorem. The differ-
ence is that the bound only uses information aboutf in a small area around the support
of ϕλx.
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Proof. Inspecting the proof of Proposition 3.25, we note that one really only uses the
bounds (3.30) only for pairsx andy with ‖x − y‖s ≤ Cλ for some fixedC > 0. By
choosingn0 sufficiently large, one can furthermore easily ensure thatC ≤ 2.

Proposition 6.9 Letf ∈ Dγ,η
P (V ) for some sectorV of regularityα ≤ 0, someγ > 0,

and someη ≤ γ. Then, provided thatα ∧ η > −m wherem is as in (6.1), there
exists a unique distributionRf ∈ Cα∧ηs such that(Rf)(ϕ) = (R̃f)(ϕ) for smooth test
functions that are compactly supported away fromP . If f and f̄ are modelled after
two modelsZ andZ̄, then one has the bound

‖Rf − R̄f̄‖α∧η;K . |||f ; f̄ |||γ,η;K̄ + |||Z; Z̄|||γ;K̄ ,

where the proportionality constant depends on the norms off , f̄ , Z andZ̄. Here,K is
any compact set and̄K is its 1-fattening.

Remark 6.10 The conditionα ∧ η > −m rules out the possibility of creating a non-
integrable singularity onP , which would prevent̃Rf from defining a distribution on
all of Rd. (Unless one “cancels out” the singularity by a diverging term located onP ,
but this would then lead toRf being well-posed only up to some finite distribution
localised onP .)

Remark 6.11 If α = 0 andη ≥ 0, then due to our definition ofCα
s

, Proposition 6.9
only implies thatRf is a bounded function, not that it is actually continuous.

Proof. Since the reconstruction operator is linear and local, it suffices to consider the
case where|||f |||γ,η;K ≤ 1, which we will assume from now on.

Our main tool in the proof of this result is a suitable partition of the identity in the
complement ofP . Letϕ : R+ → [0, 1] be as in Lemma 5.5 and let̃ϕ : R → [0, 1] be a
smooth function such that supp̃ϕ ⊂ [−1, 1] and

∑

k∈Z

ϕ̃(x+ k) = 1 .

Forn ∈ Z, we then define the countable setsΞnP by

ΞnP = {x ∈ Rd : xi = 0 for i ≤ d̄ andxi ∈ 2−nsiZ for i > d̄} .

This is very similar to the definition of the setsΛs
n in Section 3.1, except that the points

in ΞnP are all located in a small “boundary layer” aroundP . Forn ∈ Z andx ∈ ΞnP ,
we define the cutoff functionϕx,n by

ϕx,n(y) = ϕ(2nNP (y))ϕ̃(2nsd̄+1 (yd̄+1 − xd̄+1)) · · · ϕ̃(2nsd(yd − xd)) ,

whereNP is a smooth function onRd \ P which depends only on (y1, . . . , yd̄), and
which is “1-homogeneous” in the sense thatNP (Dδ

s
y) = δNP (y).

One can verify that this construction yields a partition of the unity in the sense that

∑

n∈Z

∑

x∈Ξn
P

ϕx,n(y) = 1 ,

for everyy ∈ Rd \ P .
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Let furthermoreϕ̂N be given byϕ̂N =
∑

n≤N

∑

x∈Ξn
P
ϕx,n. One can then show

that, for every distributionξ ∈ Cᾱs with ᾱ > −m and every smooth test functionψ, one
has

lim
N→∞

ξ(ψ(1− ϕ̂N )) = 0 .

As a consequence, it suffices to show that, for every smooth compactly supported test
functionψ, the sequence(R̃f)(ψϕ̂N ) is Cauchy and that its limit, which we denote by
(Rf)(ψ), satisfies the bound of Definition 3.7.

Take now a smooth test functionψ supported inB(0, 1) and define the translated
and rescaled versionsψλx as before withλ ∈ (0, 1]. If ds(x, P ) ≥ 2λ, then it follows
from Lemma 6.7 that

(R̃f −Πxf (x))(ψλx ) . ds(x, P )η−γλγ . λη , (6.6)

where the last bound follows from the fact thatγ ≥ η by assumption. Since furthermore

(Πxf (x))(ψλx ) .
∑

α≤ℓ<γ

‖x‖(η−ℓ)∧0
P λℓ . λα∧η , (6.7)

we do have the required bound in this case.
In the caseds(x, P ) ≤ 2λ, we rewriteψλx as

ψλx =
∑

n≥n0

∑

y∈ΞnP

ψλxϕy,n ,

wheren0 is the greatest integer such that2−n0 ≥ 3λ. Setting

χn,xy = λ|s|2n|s|ψλxϕy,n ,

it is straightforward to verify thatχn,xy satisfies the bounds

sup
z∈Rd

|Dkχn,xy(z)| . 2−(|s|+|k|s)n ,

for any multiindexk. Furthermore, just as in the case of the bound (6.6), every point
in the support ofχn,xy is located at a distance ofP that is of the same order. Using a
suitable partition of unity, one can therefore rewrite it as

χn,xy =

M
∑

j=1

χ(j)
n,xy ,

whereM is a fixed constant and where each of theχ(j)
n,xy has its support centred in a ball

of radius1
2
ds(zj, P ) around some pointzj . As a consequence, by the same argument

as before, we obtain the bound

(R̃f −Πzjf (zj))(χn,xy) .
M
∑

j=1

ds(zj, P )η−γ2−γn . 2−ηn . (6.8)

Using the same argument as in (6.7), it then follows at once that

|(R̃f)(χn,xy)| . 2−(α∧η)n . (6.9)
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Note now that we have the identity

(R̃f)(ψλx ϕ̂N ) =

N
∑

n=n0

λ−|s|2−n|s|
∑

y∈Ξn
P

(R̃f)(χn,xy) .

At this stage, we make use of the fact thatχn,xy = 0, unless‖x − y‖s . λ. As
a consequence, forn ≥ n0, the number of terms contributing in the above sum is
bounded by (2nλ)|s|−m. Combining this remark with (6.9) yields the bound

∣

∣

∣
λ−|s|2−n|s|

∑

y∈Ξn
P

(R̃f)(χn,xy)
∣

∣

∣
. λ−m2−((α∧η)+m)n ,

from which the claim follows at once, provided thatα ∧ η > −m, which is true by
assumption. The bound onRf − R̄f then follows in exactly the same way.

In the remainder of this section, we extend the calculus developed in the previous
sections to the case of singular modelled distributions.

6.2 Multiplication

We now show that the product of two singular modelled distributions yields again a
singular modelled distribution under suitable assumptions. The precise workings of
the exponents is as follows:

Proposition 6.12 LetP be as above and letf1 ∈ Dγ1,η1
P (V (1)) andf2 ∈ Dγ2,η2

P (V (2))
for two sectorsV (1) andV (2) with respective regularitiesα1 andα2. Let furthermore
⋆ be a product onT such that(V (1), V (2)) is γ-regular withγ = (γ1 +α2)∧ (γ2 +α1).
Then, the functionf = f1⋆γf2 belongs toDγ,η

P withη = (η1+α2)∧(η2+α1)∧(η1+η2).
(Here,⋆γ is the projection of the product⋆ ontoT−

γ as before.)
Furthermore, in the situation analogous to Proposition 4.9, writing f = f1 ⋆ f2

andg = g1 ⋆ g2, one has the bound

|||f ; g|||γ,η;K . |||f1; g1|||γ1,η1;K + |||f2; g2|||γ2,η2;K + ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ1+γ2;K ,

uniformly over any bounded set.

Proof. We first show thatf = f1 ⋆γ f2 does indeed satisfy the claimed bounds. By
Theorem 4.6, we only need to consider pointsx, y which are both at distance less than
1 from P . Also, by bilinearity and locality, it suffices to consider the case when both
f1 andf2 are of norm1 on the fixed compactK. Regarding the supremum bound onf ,
we have

‖f (x)‖ℓ ≤
∑

ℓ1+ℓ2=k

‖f1(x)‖ℓ1‖f2(x)‖ℓ2 ≤
∑

ℓ1+ℓ2=ℓ

‖x‖(η1−ℓ1)∧0
P ‖x‖(η2−ℓ2)∧0

P

. ‖x‖(η−ℓ)∧0
P ,

which is precisely as required.
It remains to obtain a suitable bound onf (x) − Γxyf (y). For this, it follows from

Definition 6.2 that it suffices to consider pairs (x, y) such that2‖x− y‖s ≤ ds(x, P ) ∧
ds(y, P ) ≤ 1. For such pairs (x, y), it follows immediately from the triangle inequality
that

ds(x, P ) = ‖x‖P ∼ ‖y‖P ∼ ‖x, y‖P , (6.10)
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in the sense that any of these quantities is bounded by a multiple of any other quantity,
with some universal proportionality constants. Forℓ < γi, one then has the bounds

‖fi(x) − Γxyfi(y)‖ℓ . ‖x− y‖γi−ℓi
s

‖x, y‖ηi−γiP ,

‖fi(x)‖ℓ . ‖x, y‖(ηi−ℓi)∧0
P ,

(6.11)

for i ∈ {1, 2}.
As in (4.6), one then has

‖Γxyf (y) − (Γxyf1(y)) ⋆ (Γxyf2(y))‖ℓ .
∑

m+n≥γ

‖x− y‖m+n−ℓ
s ‖f1(y)‖m‖f2(y)‖n

. ‖x− y‖γ−ℓ
s

∑

m+n≥γ

‖x, y‖m+n−γ
P ‖x, y‖(η1−m)∧0

P ‖x, y‖(η2−n)∧0
P

= ‖x− y‖γ−ℓ
s

∑

m+n≥γ

‖x, y‖−γP ‖x, y‖η1∧mP ‖x, y‖η2∧nP

. ‖x− y‖γ−ℓs ‖x, y‖−γP ‖x, y‖η1∧α2

P ‖x, y‖η2∧α1

P

= ‖x− y‖γ−ℓ
s

‖x, y‖η−γP . (6.12)

Here, in order to obtain the second line, we made use of (6.10), as well as the fact that
we are only considering points (x, y) such that‖x − y‖s ≤ ‖x, y‖P . Combining this
with the bound (4.4) from the proof of Theorem 4.6 and using again the bounds (6.11),
the requested bound then follows at once.

It remains to obtain a bound on|||f ; g|||γ,η;K. For this, we proceed almost exactly as
in Proposition 4.9. First note that, proceeding as above, one obtains the estimate

‖Γxyf (y) − Γ̄xyg(y) − Γxyf1(y) ⋆ Γxyf2(y) + Γ̄xyg1(y) ⋆ Γ̄xyg2(y)‖ℓ
≤ ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ1+γ2;K

∑

m+n≥γ

‖x− y‖m+n−ℓ
s ‖f1(y)‖m‖f2(y)‖n

+
∑

m+n≥γ

‖x− y‖m+n−ℓ
s ‖f1(y) − g1(y)‖m‖f2(y)‖n

+
∑

m+n≥γ

‖x− y‖m+n−ℓ
s

‖g1(y)‖m‖f2(y) − g2(y)‖n ,

which then yields a bound of the desired type by proceeding asin (6.12). The remainder
is then decomposed exactly as in (4.7). Denoting byT1, . . . , T5 the terms appearing
there, we proceed to bound them again separately.

For the termT1, we obtain this time the bound

‖T1‖ℓ . |||f1; g1|||γ1,η1;K
∑

m+n=ℓ
n≥α2;m≥α1

‖x− y‖γ1−ms ‖x‖(η2−n)∧0
P ‖x, y‖η1−γ1P .

Since, as in the proof of Proposition 4.9, all the terms in this sum satisfyγ1−m > γ−ℓ,
we can bound‖x− y‖γ1−ms by ‖x− y‖γ−ℓs ‖x, y‖n+γ1−γP . We thus obtain the bound

‖T1‖ℓ . |||f1; g1|||γ1,η1;K‖x− y‖γ−ℓ
s

‖x, y‖(η2∧α2)+η1−γ
P .

Sinceη ≤ (η2 ∧ α2) + η1, this bound is precisely as required.
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The bound onT2 follows in a similar way, once we note that for the pairs (x, y)
under consideration one has

‖Γxyf1(y)‖ℓ .
∑

m≥ℓ

‖x− y‖m−ℓ
s ‖f1(y)‖m .

∑

m≥ℓ

̺m−ℓ
s (x, y)‖f1(y)‖m

.
∑

m≥ℓ

̺m−ℓ
s (x, y)̺(η1−m)∧0

s (x, y) . ̺(η1−ℓ)∧0
s (x, y) , (6.13)

where we used (6.10) to obtain the penultimate bound, so thatΓxyf1(y) satisfies essen-
tially the same bounds asf1(x).

Regarding the termT5, we obtain

‖T5‖ℓ . ‖f2 − g2‖γ2,η2;K
∑

m+n=ℓ
m≥α1;n≥α2

‖x− y‖γ1−ms ‖x, y‖η1−γ1P ‖y‖(η2−n)∧0
P ,

from which the required bound follows in the same way as forT1. The termT3 is
treated in the same way by making again use of the remark (6.13), this time with
g1(y) − f1(y) playing the role off1(y).

The remaining termT4 can be bounded in virtually the same way asT5, the main
difference being that the bounds on(Γ̄xy −Γxy)f1(y) are proportional to‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ1;K,
so that one has

‖T4‖ℓ . ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ1;K‖x− y‖γ−ℓs ‖x, y‖(η1∧α1)+η2−γ
P .

Combining all of these bounds completes the proof.

6.3 Composition with smooth functions

Similarly to the case of multiplication of two modelled distributions, we can compose
them with smooth functions as in Section 4.2, provided that they belong toDγ,η

P (V ) for
some function-like sectorV stable under the product⋆, and for someη ≥ 0.

Proposition 6.13 LetP be as above, letγ > 0, and letfi ∈ Dγ,η
P (V ) be a collection

of n modelled distributions for some function-like sectorV which is stable under the
product⋆. Assume furthermore thatV is γ-regular in the sense of Definition 4.5.

Let furthermoreF : Rn → R be a smooth function. Then, provided thatη ∈ [0, γ],
the modelled distribution̂Fγ(f ) defined as in Section 4.2 also belongs toDγ,η

P (V ).
Furthermore, the map̂Fγ : Dγ,η

P (V ) → Dγ,η
P (V ) is locally Lipschitz continuous in any

of the seminorms‖ · ‖γ,η;K and||| · |||γ,η;K.

Remark 6.14 In fact, we do not needF to beC∞, but the same regularity requirements
as in Section 4.2 suffice. Also, it is likely that one could obtain continuity in the strong
sense, but in the interest of brevity, we refrain from doing so.

Proof. Write b(x) = F̂γ(f (x)) as before. We also setζ ∈ [0, γ] as in the proof of
Theorem 4.15. Regarding the bound on‖b‖γ,η;K, we note first that since we assumed
thatη ≥ 0, (6.2) implies that the quantitiesDkF (f̄ (x)) are locally uniformly bounded.
It follows that one has the bound

‖b(x)‖ℓ .
∑

ℓ1+...+ℓn=ℓ

‖f (x)‖ℓ1 . . . ‖f (x)‖ℓn ,
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where the sum runs over all possible ways of decomposingℓ into finitely many strictly
positive elementsℓi ∈ A. Note now that one necessarily has the bound

((η − ℓ1) ∧ 0) + . . .+ ((η − ℓn) ∧ 0) ≥ (η − ℓ) ∧ 0 . (6.14)

Indeed, if all of the terms on the left vanish, then the bound holds trivially. Otherwise,
at least one term is given byη − ℓi and, for all the other terms, we use the fact that
(η − ℓj) ∧ 0 ≥ −ℓj. Since‖x‖P ≤ 1, it follows at once that

‖b(x)‖ℓ . ‖x‖(η−ℓ)∧0
P ,

as required.
In order to boundΓxyb(y) − b(x), we proceed exactly as in the proof of Theo-

rem 4.15. All we need to show is that the various remainder terms appearing in that
proof satisfy bounds of the type

‖Ri(x, y)‖ℓ . ‖x− y‖γ−ℓ
s

‖x, y‖η−γP . (6.15)

Regarding the termR1(x, y), it follows from a calculation similar to (4.5) that it con-
sists of terms proportional to

ΓxyQℓ1 f̃ (y) ⋆ . . . ⋆ ΓxyQℓn f̃ (y) ,

where
∑

ℓi ≥ γ. Combining the bounds onΓ with the definition of the spaceDγ,η
P , we

know furthermore that each of these factors satisfies a boundof the type

‖ΓxyQℓi f̃ (y)‖m . ‖x− y‖ℓi−m
s

‖x‖(η−ℓi)∧0
P . (6.16)

Combining this with the fact that
∑

ℓi ≥ γ, that‖x − y‖s . ‖x‖P , and the bound
(6.14), the bound (6.15) follows forR1.

RegardingRf , it follows from the definitions that

‖Rf (x, y)‖m . ‖x− y‖γ−m
s

‖x, y‖η−γP . (6.17)

Furthermore, as a consequence of the fact thatη ≥ 0 and‖x− y‖s . ‖x‖P , it follows
from (6.16) and (6.17) that

‖Γxyf̃ (y)‖m . ‖x− y‖−ms , ‖f̃ (y) + (f̄ (y) − f̄ (x))1‖m . ‖x− y‖−ms .

Combining this with (6.17) and the expression forR2, we immediately conclude that
R2 also satisfies (6.15).

Note now that one has the bound

|f̄ (x) − f̄ (y)| . ‖Γxyf̃ (y)‖0 + ‖x− y‖γs ‖x, y‖η−γP (6.18)

.
∑

ζ≤ℓ<γ

‖x− y‖ℓs ‖x, y‖(η−ℓ)∧0
P . ‖x− y‖ζs ‖x, y‖(η−ζ)∧0

P ,

where we used the fact thatζ ≤ γ. Since we furthermore know that̄f (x) is uniformly
bounded inK as a consequence of the fact thatη ≥ 0, it follows that the bound equiva-
lent to (4.14) in this context is given by

DkF (f̄ (x)) =
∑

|k+ℓ|≤L

Dk+ℓF (f̄ (y))
ℓ!

(f̄ (x) − f̄ (y))ℓ +O(‖x− y‖γ−|k|ζ
s ‖x, y‖µkP ) ,

(6.19)
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whereL = ⌊γ/ζ⌋ and the exponentµk is given byµk = (|k|ζ−γ−|k|η+ (γη/ζ))∧0.
We can furthermore assume without loss of generality thatζ ≤ 1. Furthermore, making
use of (6.18), it follows as in (4.15) that

‖(f̃ (y) + (f̄ (y) − f̄ (x))1)⋆k‖β .
∑

m≥0

∑

ℓ

‖x− y‖ζ(|k|−m)
s ‖x, y‖(|k|−m)((η−ζ)∧0)

P

× ‖x, y‖(η−ℓ1)∧0
P · · · ‖x, y‖(η−ℓm)∧0

P ,

where the second sum runs over all indicesℓ1, . . . , ℓm with
∑

ℓi = β andℓi ≥ ζ for
everyi. In particular, one has the bound

‖(f̃ (y) + (f̄ (y) − f̄ (x))1)⋆k‖β . ‖x− y‖ζ|k|−βs ‖x, y‖β−ζmP

×
∑

m≥0

∑

ℓ

‖x, y‖(|k|−m)((η−ζ)∧0)
P ‖x, y‖(η−ℓ1)∧0

P · · · ‖x, y‖(η−ℓm)∧0
P .

Let us have a closer look at the exponents of‖x, y‖P appearing in this expression:

µm,ℓ
def
= β − ζm+ (|k| −m)((η − ζ) ∧ 0) +

m
∑

i=1

(η − ℓi) ∧ 0 .

Note that, thanks to the distributivity of the infimum with respect to addition and to the
facts that

∑

ℓi = β andℓi ≥ ζ, one has the bound

m
∑

i=1

(η − ℓi) ∧ 0 ≥ inf
n≤m

(nη − β + (m− n)ζ) = mζ − β + inf
n≤m

n(η − ζ) .

As a consequence, we haveµm,ℓ ≥ 0 if η ≥ ζ andµm,ℓ ≥ |k|(η− ζ) otherwise, so that

‖(f̃ (y) + (f̄ (y) − f̄ (x))1)⋆k‖β . ‖x− y‖ζ|k|−βs ‖x, y‖|k|(η−ζ)∧0

P .

Note furthermore that, by an argument similar to above, one has the bound

µk + |k|(η − ζ) ∧ 0 ≥ (η − ζ)
γ

ζ
∧ 0 ≥ (η − γ) ∧ 0 = η − γ ,

where we used the fact thatζ ≤ γ and the last identity follows from the assumption
thatη ≤ γ. Combining this with (6.19) and the definition ofR3 from (4.16), we obtain
the bound (6.15) forR3, which implies thatF̂ (f ) ∈ Dγ,η

P as required.
The proof of the local Lipschitz continuity then follows in exactly the same way as

in the proof of Theorem 4.15.

6.4 Differentiation

In the same context as Section 5.4, one has the following result:

Proposition 6.15 LetD be an abstract gradient as in Section 5.4 and letf ∈ Dγ,η
P (V )

for someγ > si andη ∈ R. Then,Dif ∈ Dγ−si,η−si

P .

Proof. This is an immediate consequence of the definition (6.2) and the properties of
abstract gradients.
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6.5 Integration against singular kernels

In this section, we extend the results from Section 5 to spaces of singular modelled
distributions. Our main result can be stated as follows.

Proposition 6.16 Let T , V , K andβ be as in Theorem 5.12 and letf ∈ Dγ,η
P (V )

with η < γ. Denote furthermore byα the regularity of the sectorV and assume that
η ∧ α > −m. Then, provided thatγ + β 6∈ N andη + β 6∈ N, one hasKγf ∈ Dγ̄,η̄

P

with γ̄ = γ + β and η̄ = (η ∧ α) + β.
Furthermore, in the situation analogous to that of the last part of Theorem 5.12,

one has the bound

|||Kγf ; K̄γ f̄ |||γ̄,η̄;K . |||f ; f̄ |||γ,η;K̄ + ‖Π− Π̄‖γ;K̄ + ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ̄;K̄ , (6.20)

for all f ∈ Dγ,η
P (V ; Γ) andf̄ ∈ Dγ,η

P (V ; Γ̄).

Proof. We first observe thatNγf is well-defined for a singular modelled distribution
as in the statement. Indeed, for everyx 6∈ P , it suffices to decomposeK asK =
K (1) +K (2), whereK (1) is given byK (1) =

∑

n≥n0
Kn, andn0 is sufficiently large so

that2−n0 ≤ ds(x, P )/2, say. Then, the fact that (5.16) is well-posed withK replaced
by K (1) follows from Theorem 5.12. The fact that it is well-posed with K replaced
by K (2) follows from the fact thatK (2) is globally smooth and compactly supported,
combined with Proposition 6.9.

To prove thatKγf belongs toDγ+β,(η∧α)+β
P (V ), we proceed as in the proof of

Theorem 5.12. We first consider values ofℓ with ℓ 6∈ N. For such values, one has
as beforeQℓ(Kγf)(x) = QℓIf (x) andQℓΓxy(Kγf)(y) = QℓIΓxyf (y), so that the
required bounds on‖Kγf (x)‖ℓ, ‖Kγf (x) − ΓxyKγf (x)‖ℓ, ‖Kγf (x) − K̄γ f̄ (x)‖ℓ, as
well as‖Kγf (x) − ΓxyKγf (x) − K̄γ f̄ (x) + Γ̄xyK̄γ f̄ (x)‖ℓ follow at once. (Here and
below we use the fact that‖x, y‖η−γP ≤ ‖x, y‖(η∧α)−γ

P since one only considers pairs
(x, y) such that̺ s ≤ 1.)

It remains to treat the integer values ofℓ. First, we want to show that one has the
bound

‖Kγf (x)‖ℓ . ‖x‖(η̄−ℓ)∧0
P ,

and similarly for‖Kγf − K̄γ f̄‖ℓ. For this, we proceed similarly to Theorem 5.12,
noting that if2−(n+1) ≤ ‖x‖P then, by Remark 3.27, one has the bound

|(Rf −Πxf (x))(Dℓ
1Kn(x, ·))| . 2(|ℓ|s−β−γ)n‖x‖η−γP .

(In this expression,ℓ is a multiindex.) Furthermore, regardingJ (n)(x)f (x), one has

‖J (n)(x)f (x)‖ℓ .
∑

ζ>ℓ−β

‖x‖(η−ζ)∧0
P 2(ℓ−β−ζ)n .

Combining these two bounds and summing over the relevant values ofn yields
∑

2−(n+1)≤‖x‖P

‖K(n)
γ f‖ℓ .

∑

ζ>ℓ−β

‖x‖ζ+β−ℓ+((η−ζ)∧0)
P ,

which is indeed bounded by‖x‖(η̄−ℓ)∧0
P as required since one always hasζ ≥ α. For

‖x‖P < 2−(n+1) on the other hand, we make use of the reconstruction theorem for
modelled distributions which yields

|(Rf −Πxf (x))(Dℓ
1Kn(x, ·)) +Q|ℓ|sJ (n)(x)f (x)|
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. |(Rf)(Dℓ
1Kn(x, ·))|+

∑

ζ≤|ℓ|s−β

|(Πxf (x))(Dℓ
1Kn(x, ·))|

. 2(|ℓ|s−β−(η∧α))n +
∑

ζ≤|ℓ|s−β

2(|ℓ|s−β−ζ)n‖x‖(η−ζ)∧0
P .

Summing again over the relevant values ofn yields again

∑

2−(n+1)>‖x‖P

‖K(n)
γ f‖ℓ .

∑

ζ≤ℓ−β

‖x‖ζ+β−ℓ+((η−ζ)∧0)
P ,

which is bounded by‖x‖(η̄−ℓ)∧0
P for the same reason as before. The corresponding

bounds on‖Kγf − K̄γ f̄‖ℓ are obtained in virtually the same way.
It therefore remains to obtain the bounds on‖Kγf (x)− K̄γ f̄ (x)‖ℓ and‖Kγf (x) −

ΓxyKγf (x) − K̄γ f̄ (x) + Γ̄xyK̄γ f̄ (x)‖ℓ. For this, we proceed exactly as in the proof
of Theorem 5.12, but we keep track of the dependency onx andy, rather than just the
difference. Recall also that we only ever consider the case where (x, y) ∈ KP , so that
‖x, y‖P > ‖x−y‖s. This time, we consider separately the three cases2−n ≤ ‖x−y‖s,
2−n ∈ [‖x− y‖s, 12‖x, y‖P ] and2−n ≥ 1

2
‖x, y‖P .

When2−n ≤ ‖x−y‖s, we use Remark 3.27 which shows that, when following the
exact same considerations as in Theorem 5.12, we always obtain the same bounds, but
multiplied by a factor‖x, y‖η−γP . The case2−n ≤ ‖x− y‖s therefore follows at once.

We now turn to the case2−n ∈ [‖x − y‖s, 12‖x, y‖P ]. As in the proof of The-
orem 5.12 (see (5.48) in particular), we can again reduce this case to obtaining the
bounds

|(ΠxQζ(Γxyf (y) − f (x)))(Dk
1Kn(x, ·))| . ‖x, y‖η−γP

∑

δ>0

‖x− y‖δ+γ+β−|k|s
s 2δn

|(Πyf (y) −Rf)(Kk,γ
n;xy)| . ‖x, y‖η−γP

∑

δ>0

‖x− y‖δ+γ+β−|k|s
s 2δn ,

for everyζ ≤ |k|s − β and where the sums overδ contain only finitely many terms.
The first line is obtained exactly as in the proof of Theorem 5.12, so we focus on the
second line. Following the same strategy as in the proof of Theorem 5.12, we similarly
reduce it to obtaining bounds of the form

(Πyf (y) −Rf)(Dℓ
1Kn(ȳ, ·)) . ‖x, y‖η−γP

∑

δ>0

‖x− y‖δ+γ+β−|ℓ|s
s 2δn ,

whereȳ is such that‖x− ȳ‖s ≤ ‖x− y‖s andℓ is a multiindex with|ℓ|s ≥ |k|s+(0∨
(γ + β)). Since we only consider pairs (x, y) such that‖x− y‖s ≤ 1

2
‖x, y‖P , one has

‖y, ȳ‖P ∼ ‖x, y‖P . As a consequence, we obtain as in the proof of Theorem 5.12

|(Πȳ(Γȳyf (y) − f (ȳ)))(Dℓ
1Kn(ȳ, ·))| . ‖x, y‖η−γP

∑

ζ≤γ

‖x− y‖γ−ζ
s

2(|ℓ|s−ζ−β)n .

Furthermore, since2−n ≤ ‖x, y‖P , we obtain as in (6.6) the bound

|(Πȳf (ȳ) −Rf)(Dℓ
1Kn(ȳ, ·))| . 2(|ℓ|s−β−γ)n‖x, y‖η−γP .

The rest of the argument is then again exactly the same as for Theorem 5.12. The
corresponding bounds on the distance betweenKγf andK̄γ f̄ follows analogously.
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It remains to consider the case2−n ≥ 1
2
‖x, y‖P . In this case, we proceed as before

but, in order to bound the term involvingΠyf (y) − Rf , we simply use the triangle
inequality to rewrite it as

|(Πyf (y) −Rf)(Kk,γ
n;xy)| ≤ |(Πyf (y))(Kk,γ

n;xy)|+ |(Rf)(Kk,γ
n;xy)| .

We then use again the representation (5.28) forKk,γ
n;xy, together with the bounds

|(Rf)(Dk+ℓ
1 Kn(ȳ, ·))| . 2(|k+ℓ|s−β−(α∧η))n ,

|(Πyf (y))(Dk+ℓ
1 Kn(ȳ, ·))| .

∑

α≤ζ<γ

‖y‖(η−ζ)∧0
P 2(|k+ℓ|s−β−ζ)n .

Here, the first bound is a consequence of the reconstruction theorem for singular mod-
elled distributions, while the second bound follows from Definition 6.2. Since

2(|k+ℓ|s−β−(α∧η))n ≤ 2(|k+ℓ|s−β−α)n + 2(|k+ℓ|s−β−η)n ,

and sinceη ∈ [α, γ) by assumption, we see that the first bound is actually of the same
form as the second, so that

|(Πyf (y) −Rf)(Dk+ℓ
1 Kn(ȳ, ·))| .

∑

α≤ζ<γ

‖y‖(η−ζ)∧0
P 2(|k+ℓ|s−β−ζ)n ,

where the sum runs over finitely many terms. Performing the integration in (5.28) and
using the bound (5.31), we conclude that

|(Πyf (y) −Rf)(Kk,γ
n;xy)| .

∑

ζ;ℓ

‖x− y‖|ℓ|ss ‖x, y‖(η−ζ)∧0
P 2(|k+ℓ|s−β−ζ)n ,

where we used the fact that‖y‖P ∼ ‖x, y‖P . Here, the sum runs over exponentsζ as
before and multiindicesℓ such that|k + ℓ|s > β + γ. Summing this expression over
the relevant range of values forn, we have

∑

2−n≥‖x,y‖P

|(Πyf (y) −Rf)(Kk,γ
n;xy)| .

∑

ζ;ℓ

‖x− y‖|ℓ|ss ‖x, y‖(η∧ζ)+β−|k+ℓ|s
P

. ‖x− y‖γ+β−|k|s
s ‖x, y‖(η∧α)−γ

P ,

where we used the fact that‖x− y‖s ≤ 1
2
‖x, y‖P to obtain the second bound. Again,

the corresponding bounds on the distance betweenKγf andK̄γ f̄ follow analogously,
thus concluding the proof.

Remark 6.17 The conditionα ∧ η > −m is only required in order to be able to apply
Proposition 6.9. There are some situations in which, even thoughα ∧ η < −m, there
exists a canonical elementRf ∈ Cα∧ηs extendingR̃f . In such a case, Proposition 6.16
still holds and the bound (6.20) holds provided that the corresponding bound holds for
Rf − R̄f̄ .

7 Solutions to semilinear (S)PDEs

In order to solve a typical semilinear PDE of the type

∂tu = Au+ F (u) , u(0) = u0 ,
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a standard methodology is to rewrite it in its mild form as

u(t) = S(t)u0 +
∫ t

0

S(t− s)F (u(s)) ds ,

whereS(t) = eAt is the semigroup generated byA. One then looks for some family of
spacesXT of space-time functions (withXT containing functions up to timeT ) such
that the map given by

(Mu)(t) = S(t)u0 +
∫ t

0

S(t− s)F (u(s)) ds ,

is a contraction inXT , provided that the terminal timeT is sufficiently small. (As soon
asF is nonlinear, the notion of “sufficiently small” typically depends on the choice of
u0, thus leading to a local solution theory.) The main step of such an argument is to
show that the linear mapS given by

(Sv)(t) =
∫ t

0

S(t− s) v(s) ds ,

can be made to have arbitrarily small norm asT → 0 as a map from some suitable
spaceYT intoXT , whereYT is chosen such thatF is then locally Lipschitz continuous
as a map fromXT toYT , with some uniformity inT ∈ (0, 1], say.

The aim of this section is to show that, in many cases, this methodology can still
be applied when looking for solutions inDγ,η

P for suitable exponentsγ andη, and for
suitable regularity structures allowing to formulate a fixed point map of the type of
MF . At this stage, all of our arguments are purely deterministic. However, they rely
on a choice of model for the given regularity structure one works with, which in many
interesting cases can be built using probabilistic techniques.

7.1 Short-time behaviour of convolution kernels

From now on, we assume that we work withd − 1 spatial coordinates, so that the
solutionu we are looking for is a function onRd. (Or rather a subset of it.) In order to
be able to reuse the results of Section 5, we also assume thatS(t) is given by an integral
operator with kernelG(t, ·). For simplicity, assume that the scalings and exponentβ
are such that, as a space-time function,G furthermore satisfies the assumptions of
Section 5. (Typically, one would actually writeG = K + R, whereR is smooth and
aK satisfies the assumptions of Section 5. We will go into more details in Section 8
below.) In this section, time plays a distinguished role. Wewill therefore denote points
in Rd either by (t, x) with t ∈ R andx ∈ Rd−1 or byz ∈ Rd, depending on the context.

In our setting, we have so far been working solely with modelled distributions
defined on all ofRd, so it not clear a priori how a map likeS should be defined when
acting on (possibly singular) modelled distributions. Onenatural way of reformulating
it is by writing

Sv = G ∗ (R+v) , (7.1)

whereR+ : R × Rd−1 → R is given byR+(t, x) = 1 for t > 0 andR+(t, x) = 0
otherwise.

From now on, we always takeP ⊂ Rd to be the hyperplane defined by “time0”,
namelyP = {(t, x) : t = 0}, which has effective codimensionm = s1. We then note
that the obvious interpretation ofR+ as a modelled distribution yields an element of
D∞,∞
P , whatever the details of the underlying regularity structure. Indeed, the second
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term in (6.2) always vanishes identically, while the first term is non-zero only forℓ = 0,
in which case it is bounded for every choice ofη. It then follows immediately from
Proposition 6.12 that the mapv 7→ R

+ v is always bounded as a map fromDγ,η
P into

Dγ,η
P . Furthermore, this map does not even rely on a choice of product, sinceR+ is

proportional to1, which is always neutral for any product.
In order to avoid the problem of having to control the behaviour of functions at

infinity, we will from now on assume that we have a symmetry groupS acting onRd

in such a way that

• The time variable is left unchanged in the sense that there isan actionT̃ of S

onRd−1 such thatTg(t, x) = (t, T̃gx).

• The fundamental domainK of the actionT̃ is compact inRd−1.

We furthermore assume thatS acts on our regularity structureT and that the model
(Π,Γ) for T is adapted to its action. All the modelled distributions considered in
the remainder of this section will always be assumed to be symmetric, and when we
write Dγ , Dγ,η

P , etc, we always refer to the closed subspaces consisting of symmetric
functions.

One final ingredient used in this section will be that the kernels arising in the context
of semilinear PDEs arenon-anticipativein the sense that

t < s ⇒ K((t, x), (s, y)) = 0 .

We furthermore use the notationsO = [−1, 2] × Rd−1 andOT = (−∞, T ] × Rd−1.
Finally, we will use the shorthands||| · |||γ,η;T as a shorthand for||| · |||γ,η;OT , and similarly
for ||| · |||γ;T . The backbone of our argument is then provided by Proposition 3.31 which
guarantees that one can give bounds onKγf onOT , solely in terms of the behaviour
of f onOT .

With all of these preliminaries in place, the main result of this subsection is the
following.

Theorem 7.1 Let γ > 0 and letK be a non-anticipative kernel satisfying Assump-
tions 5.1 and 5.4 for someβ > 0 andr > γ + β. Assume furthermore that the regular-
ity structureT comes with an integration mapI of orderβ acting on some sectorV
of regularityα > −s1 and assume that the modelsZ = (Π,Γ) and Z̄ = (Π̄, Γ̄) both
realiseK for I onV . Then, there exists a constantC such that, for everyT ∈ (0, 1],
the bounds

|||KγR+f |||γ+β,η̄;T ≤ CT κ/s1 |||f |||γ,η;T ,

|||KγR+f ; K̄Tγ f̄ |||γ+β,η̄;T ≤ CT κ/s1(|||f ; f̄ |||γ,η;T + |||Z, Z̄|||γ;O) ,

hold, provided thatf ∈ Dγ,η
P (V ; Γ) and f̄ ∈ Dγ,η

P (V ; Γ̄) for someη > −s1. Here, η̄
andκ are such that̄η = (η ∧ α) + β − κ andκ > 0.

In the first bound, the proportionality constant depends only on |||Z|||γ;O, while in
the second bound it is also allowed to depend on|||f |||γ,η;T + |||f̄ |||γ,η;T .

One of main ingredients of the proof is the fact that(KγR+f)(t, x) is well-defined
using only the knowledge off up to timet. This is a consequence of the following
result, which is an improved version of Lemma 6.7.
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Proposition 7.2 In the setting of Lemma 6.7, and assuming thatϕ(0) 6= 0, one has the
improved bound

|(Rf −Πxf (x))(ψλx )| . λγ sup
y,z∈suppψλx

sup
ℓ<γ

‖f (x) − Γxyf (y)‖ℓ
‖x− y‖γ−ℓs

, (7.2)

where the proportionality constant is as in Lemma 6.7.

Proof. Since the statement is linear inf , we can assume without loss of generality that
the right hand side of (7.2) is equal to1. Let ϕ be the scaling function of a wavelet
basis ofRd and letϕny be defined by

ϕny (z) = ϕ(S2−n

s (z − x)) .

Note that this is slightly different from the definition of theϕn,sy in Section 3.1! The
reason for this particular scaling is that it ensures that

∑

y∈Λs
n
ϕny (z) = 1. Again, we

have coefficientsak such that, similarly to (3.13),

ϕn−1
y (z) =

∑

k∈K

akϕ
n
y+2−nk(z) ,

for some finite setK ⊂ Zd, and this time our normalisation ensures that
∑

k∈K ak = 1.
For everyn ≥ 0, define

Λψn = {y ∈ Λs

n : suppϕny ∩ suppψλx 6= ∅} ,

and, for anyy ∈ Λψn , we denote byy|n some point in the intersection of these two
supports. There then exists some constantC depending only on our choice of scaling
function such that‖y − y|n‖s ≤ C2−n. Let nowRn be defined by

Rn
def
=

∑

y∈Λ
ψ
n

(Rf −Πy|nf (y|n))(ψλxϕ
n
y ) ,

and letn0 be the smallest value such that2−n0 ≤ λ. It is then straightforward to see
that one has

|(Rf −Πxf (x))(ψλx )−Rn0
| =

∣

∣

∣

∑

y∈Λ
ψ
n0

(Πxf (x)−Πy|nf (y|n))(ψλxϕ
n
y )
∣

∣

∣
. λγ . (7.3)

Furthermore, using as in Section 3.1 the shortcutz = y+2−nsk, one then has for every
n ≥ 1 the identity

Rn−1 =
∑

y∈Λ
ψ
n−1

∑

k∈K

ak(Rf −Πy|n−1
f (y|n−1))(ψλxϕ

n
z )

=
∑

y∈Λ
ψ
n−1

∑

k∈K

ak(Rf −Πz|nf (z|n))(ψλxϕ
n
z )

+
∑

y∈Λ
ψ
n−1

∑

k∈K

ak(Πz|nf (z|n) −Πy|n−1
f (y|n−1))(ψλxϕ

n
z )

= Rn +
∑

y∈Λ
ψ
n−1

∑

k∈K

ak(Πz|nf (z|n) −Πy|n−1
f (y|n−1))(ψλxϕ

n
z ) . (7.4)
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Note now that, in (7.4), one has‖z|n − y|n−1‖s ≤ C̃2−n for some constant̃C. It
furthermore follows from the scaling properties of our functions that ifn ≥ n0 and
τ ∈ Tℓ with ‖τ‖ = 1, one has

|(Πyτ)(ψλxϕnz )| . λ−|s|2−ℓn−|s|n ,

with a proportionality constant that is uniform over ally andz such that‖y − z‖s ≤
C̃2−n. As a consequence, each summand in the last term of (7.4) is bounded by some
fixed multiple ofλ−|s|2−γn−|s|n. Since furthermore the number of terms in this sum
is bounded by a fixed multiple of (2nλ)|s|, this yields the bound

|Rn−1 −Rn| . 2−γn . (7.5)

Finally, writing Sn(ψ) for the 2−n-fattening of the support ofψλx , we see that, as a
consequence of Lemma 6.7 and using a similar argument to whatwe have just used to
boundRn−1 −Rn, one has

|Rn| . 2−γn|||f |||γ;Sn(ψ) .

This is the only time that we use information onf (slightly) away from the support
of ψλx . This however is only used to conclude that limn→∞ |Rn| = 0, and no explicit
bound on this rate of convergence is required. Combining this with (7.5) and (7.3), the
stated bound follows.

Proof of Theorem 7.1.First of all, we see that, as a consequence of Proposition 7.2, we
can exploit the fact thatK is anticipative to strengthen (6.20) to

|||Kγf ;Kγ f̄ |||γ̄,η̄;T . |||f ; f̄ |||γ,η;T + ‖Π− Π̄‖γ;O + ‖Γ− Γ̄‖γ̄;O , (7.6)

in the particular case where furthermoref (t, x) = 0 for t < 0 and similarly forf̄ . Of
course, a similar bound also holds for|||Kγf |||γ̄,η̄;T .

The main ingredient of the proof is the following remark. Since, provided that
η > −s1, we know thatRR

+f ∈ Cα∧ηs by Proposition 6.9, it follows that the quantity

z 7→
∫

Rd
Dk

1K(z, z̄)(RR
+f)(z̄) dz̄ ,

is continuous as soon as|k|s < (α ∧ η) + β. Furthermore, sinceK is non-anticipative
andRR

+f ≡ 0 for negative times, this quantity vanishes there.
As a consequence, we can apply Lemma 6.5 which shows that the bound (7.6) can

in this case be strengthened to the additional bounds

sup
z∈OT

sup
ℓ<γ+β

‖KγR+f (z)‖ℓ
‖z‖(η∧α)+β−ℓ

P

. |||f |||γ,η;T ,

sup
z∈OT

sup
ℓ<γ+β

‖KγR+f (z) − K̄γR+f̄ (z)‖ℓ
‖z‖(η∧α)+β−ℓ

P

. |||f ; f̄ |||γ,η;T + |||Z, Z̄|||γ;O .

Since, for everyz, z̄ ∈ OT , one has‖z‖P ≤ T 1/s1 as well as‖z, z̄‖P ≤ T 1/s1 , we can
combine these bounds with the definition of the norm||| · |||γ+β,η̄;T to show that one has

|||KγR+f |||γ+β,η̄;T . T κ/s1 |||f |||γ,η;T ,

and similarly for|||KγR+f ; K̄γR+f̄ |||γ+β,η̄;T , thus concluding the proof.
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In all the problems we consider in this article, the Green’s function of the linear
part of the equation, i.e. the kernel ofL−1 whereL is as in (1.2), can be split into a
sum of two terms, one of which satisfies the assumptions of Section 6 and the other one
of which is smooth (see Lemma 5.5). Given a smooth kernelR : Rd × Rd → R that is
supported in{(z, z̄) : ‖z − z̄‖s ≤ L} for someL > 0, and a regularity structureT
containingTs,d as usual, we can define an operatorRγ : Cαs → Dγ by

(Rγξ)(z) =
∑

|k|s<γ

Xk

k!

∫

Rd
Dk

1R(z, z̄) ξ(z̄) dz̄ . (7.7)

(As usual, this integral should really be interpreted asξ(Dk
1R(z, ·)), but the above no-

tation is much more suggestive.) The fact that this is indeedan element ofDγ is a
consequence of the fact thatR is smooth in both variables, so that it follows from
Lemma 2.12. The following result is now straightforward:

Lemma 7.3 LetR be a smooth kernel and consider a symmetric situation as above. If
furthermoreR is non-anticipative, then the bounds

|||RγRR
+f |||γ+β,η̄;T ≤ CT |||f |||γ,η;T ,

|||RγRR
+f ;RγR̄R

+f̄ |||γ+β,η̄;T ≤ CT (|||f ; f̄ |||γ,η;T + |||Z; Z̄|||γ,O) ,

holds uniformly over allT ≤ 1.

Proof. SinceR is assumed to be non-anticipative, one has(RγRR
+f)(t, x) = 0 for

every t ≤ 0. Furthermore, the map (t, x) 7→ (RγRR
+f)(t, x) is smooth (in the

classical sense of a map taking values in a finite-dimensional vector space!), so that the
claim follows at once. Actually, it would even be true withT replaced by an arbitrarily
large power ofT in the bound on the right hand side.

7.2 The effect of the initial condition

One of the obvious features of PDEs is that they usually have some boundary data. In
this article, we restrict ourselves to spatially periodic situations, but even such equa-
tions have some boundary data in the form of their initial condition. When they are
considered in their mild formulation, the initial condition enters the solution to a semi-
linear PDE through a term of the formS(t)u0 for some function (or distribution)u0 on
Rd−1 andS the semigroup generated by the linear evolution.

All of the equations mentioned in the introduction are nonlinear perturbations of
the heat equation. More generally, their linear part is of the form

L = ∂t −Q(∇x) ,

whereQ is a polynomial of even degree which is homogeneous of degree2q for some
scalings̄ on Rd−1 and some integerq > 0. (In our case, this would always be the
Euclidean scaling and one hasq = 1.) In this case, the operatorL itself has the
property that

LSδ
s
ϕ = δ2qSδ

s
Lϕ . (7.8)

wheres is the scaling onRd = R×Rd−1 given bys = (2q, s̄). Denote byG the Green’s
functionG of L which is a distribution satisfyingLG = δ0 in the distributional sense
andG(x, t) = 0 for t ≤ 0. Assuming thatL is such that these properties defineG
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uniquely (which is the case ifL is hypoelliptic), it follows from (7.8) and the scaling
properties of the Dirac distribution thatG has exact scaling property

G(Sδsz) = δ2q−|s|G(z) , (7.9)

which is precisely of the form (5.7) withβ = 2q. Under well-understood assumptions
onQ, L is known to be hypoelliptic [Hör55], so that its Green’s functionG is smooth.
In this case, the following lemma applies.

Lemma 7.4 If G satisfies (7.9), is non-anticipative, and is smooth then there exists a
smooth function̂G : R → R such that one has the identity

G(x, t) = t−
|s̄|
2q Ĝ(St

s̄
x) , (7.10)

and such that, for every(d− 1)-dimensional multiindexk and everyn > 0, there exists
a constantC such that the bound

|DkĜ(y)| ≤ C(1 + |y|2)−n , (7.11)

holds uniformly overy ∈ Rd−1.

Proof. The existence of̂G such that (7.10) holds follows immediately from the scaling
property (7.9). The bound (7.11) can be obtained by noting that, sinceG is smooth off
the origin and satisfiesG(x, t) = 0 for t ≤ 0, one has, for everyn > 0, a bound of the
type

|Dk
xG(x, t)| . tn , (7.12)

uniformly over allx ∈ Rd−1 with ‖x‖s̄ = 1. It follows from (7.10) that

DkG(x, t) = t−
|s̄|
2q

−|k|s̄(DkĜ)(Sts̄x) .

Settingy = Sts̄x and noting that‖y‖s̄ = 1/t if ‖x‖s̄ = 1, it remains to combine this
with (7.12) to obtain the required bound.

Given a function (or distribution)u0 on Rd−1 with sufficiently nice behaviour at
infinity, we now denote byGu0 its “harmonic extension”, given by

(Gu0)(x, t) =
∫

Rd−1

G(x− y, t) u0(y) dy . (7.13)

(Of course this is to be suitably interpreted whenu0 is a distribution.) This expression
does define a function of (t, x) which, thanks to Lemma 7.4, is smooth everywhere
except att = 0. As in Section 2.2, we can liftGu0 at every point to an element of
the model spaceT (provided of course thatTd,s ⊂ T which we always assume to be
the case) by considering its truncated Taylor expansion. Wewill from now on use this
point of view without introducing a new notation.

We can say much more about the functionGu0, namely we can find out precisely
to which spacesDγ,η

P it belongs. This is the content of the following Lemma, variants
of which are commonplace in the PDE literature. However, since our spaces are not
completely standard and since it is very easy to prove, we give a sketch of the proof
here.

Lemma 7.5 Let u0 ∈ Cα
s̄

(Rd−1) be periodic. Then, for everyα 6∈ N, the function
v = Gu0 defined in (7.13) belongs toDγ,α

P for everyγ > (α ∨ 0).
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Proof. We first aim to bound the various directional derivatives ofv. In the caseα < 0,
it follows immediately from the scaling and decay properties ofG, combined with the
definition ofCαs that, for any fixed (t, x), one has the bound

|(Gu0)(x, t)| . t
α
2 ,

valid uniformly overx (by the periodicity ofu0) and overt ∈ (0, 1]. As a consequence
(exploiting the fact that, as an operator,G commutes with all spatial derivatives and
that one has the identity∂tGu0 = Q(∇x)Gu0), one also obtains the bound

|(DkGu0)(x, t)| . t
α−|k|s

2 , (7.14)

wherek is anyd-dimensional multiindex (i.e. we also admit time derivatives).
Forα > 0, we use the fact that elements inCα

s̄
can be characterised recursively as

those functions whosekth distributional derivatives belong toCα−|k|s̄
s̄ . It follows that

the bound (7.14) then still holds for|k|s > α, while one has|(DkGu0)(x, t)| . 1 for
|k|s < α. This shows that the first bound in (6.2) does indeed hold for every integer
valueℓ as required.

In this particular case, the second bound in (6.2) is then an immediate consequence
of the first by making use of the generalised Taylor expansionfrom Proposition A.1.
Since the argument is very similar to the one already used forexample in the proof of
Lemma 5.18, we omit it here.

Starting from a Green’s functionG as above, we would like to apply the theory
developed in Section 5. From now on, we will assume that we arein the situation
where we have a symmetry given by a discrete subgroupS of the group of isometries
of Rd−1 with compact fundamental domainK. This covers the case of periodic bound-
ary conditions, whenS is a subgroup of the group of translations, but it also covers
Neumann boundary conditions in the case whereS is a reflection group.

Remark 7.6 One could even cover Dirichlet boundary conditions by reflection, but
this would require a slight modification of Definition 3.33. In order to simplify the
exposition, we refrain from doing so.

To conclude this subsection, we show how, in the presence of asymmetry with
compact fundamental domain, a Green’s functionG as above can be decomposed in a
way similar to Lemma 5.5, but such thatR is also compactly supported. We assume
therefore that we are given a symmetryS acting onRd−1 with compact fundamental
domain and thatG respects this symmetry in the sense that, for everyg ∈ S acting on
Rd−1 via an isometryTg : x 7→ Agx + bg, one has the identityG(t, x) = G(t, Agx).
We then have the following result:

Lemma 7.7 LetG andS be as above. Then, there exist functionsK andR such that
the identity

(G ∗ u)(z) = (K ∗ u)(z) + (R ∗ u)(z) , (7.15)

holds for every symmetric functionu supported inR+×Rd−1 and everyz ∈ (−∞, 1]×
Rd−1.

Furthermore,K is non-anticipative and symmetric, and satisfies Assumption 5.1
with β = 2q, as well as Assumption 5.4 for some arbitrary (but fixed) value r. The
functionR is smooth, symmetric, non-anticipative, and compactly supported.
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Proof. It follows immediately from Lemmas 5.5 and 5.24 that one can write

G = K + R̄ ,

whereK has all the required properties, andR̄ is smooth, non-anticipative, and sym-
metric. Sinceu is supported on positive times and we only consider (7.15) for times
t ≤ 1, we can replacēR by any functionR̃ which is supported in{(t, x) : t ≤ 2} say,
and such that̃R(t, x) = R̄(t, x) for t ≤ 1.

It remains to replacẽR by a kernelR which is compactly supported. It is well-
known [Bie11, Bie12] that any crystallographic groupS can be written as the skew-
product of a (finite) crystallographic point groupG with a latticeΓ of translations. We
then fix a functionϕ : Rd−1 → [0, 1] which is compactly supported in a ball of radius
Cϕ around the origin and such that

∑

k∈Λ ϕ(x+ k) = 1 for everyx. Since elements in
G leave the latticeΛ invariant, the same property holds true for the mapsx 7→ ϕ(Ax)
for everyA ∈ G .

It then suffices to set

R(t, x) =
1

|G |
∑

A∈G

∑

k∈Λ

R̃(t, x+ k)ϕ(Ax) .

The fact thatR is compactly supported follows from the same property forϕ. Fur-
thermore, the above sum converges to a smooth function by Lemma 7.4. Also, using
the fact thatu is invariant under translations by elements inΛ by assumption, it is
straightforward to verify that̃R ∗ u = R ∗ u as required. Finally, for anyA0 ∈ G , one
has

R(t, A0x) =
1

|G |
∑

A∈G

∑

k∈Λ

R̃(t, A0x+ k)ϕ(AA0x)

=
1

|G |
∑

A∈G

∑

k∈Λ

R̃(t, A0(x+ k))ϕ(Ax)

=
1

|G |
∑

A∈G

∑

k∈Λ

R̃(t, x+ k)ϕ(Ax) = R(t, x) ,

so thatR is indeed symmetric forS . Here, we first exploited the fact that elements of
G leave the latticeΛ invariant, and then used the symmetry ofR̃.

7.3 A general fixed point map

We have now collected all the ingredients necessary for the proof of the following result,
which can be viewed as one of the main abstract theorems of this article. The setting
for our result is the following. As before, we assume that we have a crystallographic
groupS acting onRd−1. We also writeRd = R × Rd−1, endowRd with a scaling
s, and extend the action ofS to Rd in the obvious way. Together with this data, we
assume that we are given a non-anticipative kernelG : Rd \0 → R that is smooth away
from the origin, preserves the symmetryS , and is scale-invariant with exponentβ−|s|
for some fixedβ > 0.

Using Lemma 7.7, we then construct a singular kernelK and a smooth compactly
supported functionR on Rd such that (7.15) holds for symmetric functionsu that are
supported on positive times. Here, the kernelK is assumed to be again non-anticipative
and symmetric, and it is chosen in such a way that it annihilates all polynomials of
some arbitrary (but fixed) degreer > 0. We then assume that we are given a regularity
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structureT containingTs,d such thatS acts on it, and which is endowed with an
abstract integration mapI of order2q ∈ N. (The domain ofI will be specified later.)
We also assume that we have abstract differentiation mapsDi which are covariant with
respect to the symmetryS as in Remark 5.30. We also denote byM r

T
the set of

all models forT which realiseK on T−
r . As before, we denote byKγ the concrete

integration map againstK acting onDγ and constructed in Section 5, and byRγ the
integration map againstR constructed in (7.7).

Finally, we denote byP = {(t, x) ∈ R × Rd−1 : t = 0} the “time0” hyperplane
and we consider the spacesDγ,η

P as in Section 6. Givenγ ≥ γ̄ > 0, a mapF : Rd ×
Tγ → Tγ̄ , and a mapf : Rd → Tγ , we denote byF (f ) the map given by

(F (f ))(z)
def
= F (z, f (z)) . (7.16)

If it so happens that, via (7.16),F mapsDγ,η
P intoDγ̄,η̄

P for someη, η̄ ∈ R, we say that
F is locally Lipschitzif, for every compact setK ⊂ Rd and everyR > 0, there exists a
constantC > 0 such that the bound

|||F (f ) − F (g)|||γ̄,η̄;K ≤ C|||f − g|||γ,η;K ,

holds for everyf, g ∈ Dγ,η
P with |||f |||γ,η;K + |||g|||γ,η;K ≤ R, as well as for all models

Z with |||Z|||γ;K ≤ R. We also impose that the similar bound

⌊⌉F (f ) − F (g)⌊⌉γ̄,η̄;K ≤ C⌊⌉f − g⌊⌉γ,η;K , (7.17)

holds.
We say that it isstrongly locally Lipschitzif furthermore

|||F (f );F (g)|||γ̄,η̄;K ≤ C(|||f ; g|||γ,η;K + |||Z − Z̄|||γ;K̄) ,

for any two modelsZ, Z̄ with |||Z|||γ;K̄ + |||Z̄|||γ;K̄ ≤ R, where this timef ∈ Dγ,η
P (Z),

g ∈ Dγ,η
P (Z̄), andK̄ denotes the1-fattening ofK. Finally, given an open intervalI ⊂ R,

we use the terminology
“ u = Kγv on I ”

to mean that the identityu(t, x) = (Kγv)(t, x) holds for everyt ∈ I andx ∈ Rd−1,
and that for those values of (t, x) the quantity(Kγv)(t, x) only depends on the values
v(s, y) for s ∈ I andy ∈ Rd−1.

With all of this terminology in place, we then have the following general result.

Theorem 7.8 LetV andV̄ be two sectors of a regularity structureT with respective
regularitiesζ, ζ̄ ∈ R with ζ ≤ ζ̄ + 2q. In the situation described above, for some
γ ≥ γ̄ > 0 and someη ∈ R, let F : Rd × Vγ → V̄γ̄ be a smooth function such that,
if f ∈ Dγ,η

P is symmetric with respect toS , thenF (f ), defined by (7.16), belongs to
Dγ̄,η̄
P and is also symmetric with respect toS . Assume furthermore that we are given

an abstract integration mapI as above such thatQ−
γ IV̄γ̄ ⊂ Vγ .

If η < (η̄∧ ζ̄)+2q, γ < γ̄+2q, (η̄∧ ζ̄) > −2q, andF is locally Lipschitz then, for
everyv ∈ Dγ,η

P which is symmetric with respect toS , and for every symmetric model
Z = (Π,Γ) for the regularity structureT such thatI is adapted to the kernelK, there
exists a timeT > 0 such that the equation

u = (Kγ̄ +RγR)R+F (u) + v , (7.18)
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admits a unique solutionu ∈ Dγ,η
P on (0, T ). The solution mapST : (v, Z) 7→ u is

jointly continuous in a neighbourhood around(v, Z) in the sense that, for every fixed
v andZ as above, as well as anyε > 0, there existsδ > 0 such that, denoting bȳu the
solution to the fixed point map with datāv andZ̄, one has the bound

|||u; ū|||γ,η;T ≤ ε ,

provided that|||Z; Z̄|||γ;O + |||v; v̄|||γ,η;T ≤ δ.
If furthermoreF is strongly locally Lipschitz then the map(v, Z) 7→ u is jointly

Lipschitz continuous in a neighbourhood around(v, Z) in the sense thatδ can locally
be chosen proportionally toε in the bound above.

Proof. We first consider the case of a fixed modelZ = (Π,Γ), so that the spaceDγ,η
P

(defined with respect to the given multiplicative mapΓ) is a Banach space. In this case,
denote byMZ

F (u) the right hand side of (7.18). Note that, even thoughMZ
F appears

not to depend onZ at first sight, it does so through the definition ofKγ̄ .
It follows from Theorem 7.1 and Lemma 7.3, as well as our assumptions on the

exponentsγ, γ̄, η andη̄ that there existsκ > 0 such that one has the bound

|||MZ
F (u) −MZ

F (ū)|||γ,η;T . T κ|||F (u) − F (ū)|||γ̄,η̄;T .

It follows from the local Lipschitz continuity ofF that, for everyR > 0, there exists a
constantC > 0 such that

|||MZ
F (u) −MZ

F (ū)|||γ,η;T ≤ CT κ|||u− ū|||γ,η;T ,

uniformly overT ∈ (0, 1] and over allu andū such that|||u|||γ,η;T + |||ū|||γ,η;T ≤ R.
Similarly, for everyR > 0, there exists a constantC > 0 such that one has the bound

|||MZ
F (u)|||γ,η;T ≤ CT κ + |||v|||γ,η;T .

As a consequence, as soon as|||v|||γ,η;T is finite and provided thatT is small enough
MZ

F maps the ball of radius|||v|||γ,η;T + 1 in Dγ,η
P into itself and is a contraction there,

so that it admits a unique fixed point. The fact that this is also the unique global fixed
point forMZ

F follows from a simple continuity argument similar to the onegiven in
the proof of Theorem 4.8 in [Hai13].

For a fixed modelZ, the local Lipschitz continuity of the mapv 7→ u for sufficiently
smallT is immediate. Regarding the dependency on the modelZ, we first consider the
simpler case whereF is assumed to be strongly Lipschitz continuous. In this case, the
same argument as above yields the bound

|||MZ
F (u);MZ̄

F (ū)|||γ,η;T ≤ CT κ(|||u; ū|||γ,η;T + |||Z; Z̄|||γ;O) ,

so that the claim follows at once.
It remains to show that the solution is also locally uniformly continuous as a func-

tion of the modelZ in situations whereF is locally Lipschitz continuous, but not in
the strong sense. Given a second modelZ̄ = (Π̄, Γ̄), we denote bȳu the correspond-
ing solution to (7.18). We assume thatZ̄ is sufficiently close toZ so that bothMZ

F

andMZ̄
F are strict contractions the same ball. We also use the shorthand notations

u(n) = (MZ
F )
n(0) andū(n) = (MZ̄

F )
n(0). Using the strict contraction property of the

two fixed point maps, we have the bound

‖u− ū‖γ,η;T . ‖u− u(n)‖γ,η;T + ‖u(n) − ū(n)‖γ,η;T + ‖ū(n) − ū‖γ,η;T
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. ̺n + ⌊⌉u(n) − ū(n)⌊⌉γ,η;T ,

for some constant̺ < 1. As a consequence of Lemma 6.5, Lemma 6.6, (7.17), Propo-
sition 6.16, and using the fact that there is a little bit of “wiggle room” betweenγ and
γ̄ + 2q, we obtain the existence of a constantκ > 0 such that one has the bound

⌊⌉u(n) − ū(n)⌊⌉γ,η;T . |||MZ
F (u(n−1));MZ̄

F (ū(n−1))|||γ,η;T
. |||F (u(n−1));F (ū(n−1))|||γ̄−κ,η̄;T + |||Z; Z̄|||γ;O
. ⌊⌉F (u(n−1)) − F (ū(n−1))⌊⌉κγ̄,η̄;T + |||Z; Z̄|||γ;O
. ⌊⌉u(n−1) − ū(n−1)⌊⌉κγ,η;T + |||Z; Z̄|||γ;O ,

uniformly in n. By makingT sufficiently small, one can furthermore ensure that the
proportionality constant that in principle appears in thisbound is bounded by1. Since
u0 = ū0, we can iterate this boundn times to obtain

‖u(n) − ū(n)‖γ,η;T . |||Z; Z̄|||κnγ;O ,

with a proportionality constant that is bounded uniformly inn. Settingε = |||Z; Z̄|||γ;O,
a simple calculation shows that the term̺n and the termεκ

n

are of (roughly) the same
order whenn ∼ log logε−1, which eventually yields a bound of the type

|||u; ū|||γ,η;T . |log |||Z; Z̄|||γ;O|−ν ,

for some exponentν > 0, uniformly in a small neighbourhood of any initial condition
and any modelZ. While this bound is of course suboptimal in many situations, it
is sufficient to yield the joint continuity of the solution map for a very large class of
nonlinearities.

Remark 7.9 The condition (̄η ∧ ζ̄) > −2q is required in order to be able to apply
Proposition 6.16. Recall however that the assumptions of that theorem can on occasion
be slightly relaxed, see Remark 6.17. The relevant situation in our context is whenF
can be rewritten asF (z, u) = F0(z, u) + F1(z), whereF0 satisfies the assumption of
our theorem, butF1 does not. If we then make sense of (Kγ̄ +RγR)R+F1 “by hand”
as an element ofDγ,η

P and impose sufficient restrictions on our modelZ such that this
element is continuous as a function ofZ, then we can absorb it intov so that all of our
conclusions still hold.

Remark 7.10 In many situations, the mapF has the property that

Q−
ζ+2qτ = Q−

ζ+2q τ̄ ⇒ Q−
ζ+2qF (z, τ ) = Q−

ζ+2qF (z, τ̄) . (7.19)

Denote as before bȳT ⊂ T the sector spanned by abstract polynomials. Then, provided
that (7.19) holds, for everyz ∈ Rd and everyv ∈ T̄ , the equation

τ = Q−
γ (IF (z, τ ) + v) ,

admits a unique solutionF(z, v) in V . Indeed, it follows from the properties of the
abstract integration mapI, combined with (7.19), that there existsn > 0 such that the
mapFz,v : τ 7→ Q−

γ (IF (z, τ ) + v) has the property thatFn+1
z,v (τ ) = Fnz,v(τ ).

It then follows from the definitions of the operations appearing in (7.21) that, if we
denote byQ̄u the component ofu in T̄ , one has the identity

u(t, x) = F((t, x), Q̄u(t, x)) , t ∈ (0, T ] , (7.20)
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for the solution to our fixed point equation (7.21). In other words, if we interpret
the Q̄u(t, x) as a “renormalised Taylor expansion” for the solutionu, then any of the
componentsQζu(t, x) is given by some explicit nonlinear function of the renormalised
Taylor expansion up to some order depending onζ. This fact will be used to great
effect in Section 9.3 below.

Before we proceed, we show that, in the situations of interest for us, the local
solution maps built in Theorem 7.8 are consistent. In other words, we would like to
be able to construct a “maximal solution” by piecing together local solutions. In the
context considered here, it isa priori not obvious that this is possible. In order to
even formulate what we mean by such a statement, we introducethe setPt = {(s, y) :
s = t} and writeR+

t for the indicator function of the set{(s, y) : s > t}, which
we interpret as before as a bounded operator fromDγ,η

Pt
into itself for anyγ > 0 and

η ∈ R.
From now on, we assume thatG is the parabolic Green’s function of a constant

coefficient parabolic differential operatorL on Rd−1. In this way, for any distribution
u0 on Rd−1, the functionv = Gu0 defined as in Lemma 7.5 is a classical solution
to the equation∂tv = Lv for t > 0. We then consider the class of equations of the
type (7.18) withv = Gu0, for some function (or possibly distribution)u0 on Rd−1.
We furthermore assume that the sectorV is function-like. Recall Proposition 3.28,
which implies that any modelled distributionu with values inV is such thatRu is
a continuous function belonging toCβs for someβ > 0. In particular,(Ru)(t, ·) is
then perfectly well-defined as a function onRd−1 belonging toCβs̄ . We then have the
following result:

Proposition 7.11 In the setting of Theorem 7.8, assume thatζ = 0 and−s1 < η < β
with η 6∈ N and β as above. Letu0 ∈ Cηs̄ (Rd−1) be symmetric and letT > 0 be
sufficiently small so that the equation

u = (Kγ̄ +RγR)R+F (u) +Gu0 , (7.21)

admits a unique solutionu ∈ Dγ,η
P on (0, T ). Let furthermores ∈ (0, T ) and T̄ > T

be such that
ū = (Kγ̄ +RγR)R+

s F (ū) +Gus ,

whereus
def
= (Ru)(s, ·), admits a unique solution̄u ∈ Dγ,η

Ps
on (s, T̄ ).

Then, one necessarily has̄u(t, x) = u(t, x) for everyx ∈ Rd−1 and everyt ∈
(s, T ). Furthermore, the element̂u ∈ Dγ,η

P defined bŷu(t, x) = u(t, x) for t ≤ s and
û(t, x) = ū(t, x) for t > s satisfies (7.21) on(0, T̄ ).

Proof. Settingv = R
+
s u ∈ Dγ,η

Ps
, it follows from the definitions ofKγ̄ andRγ that

one has fort ∈ (s, T ] the identity

〈1, v(t, x)〉 =
∫ t

0

∫

Rd−1

G(t− r, x− y)(RF (u))(r, y) dy dr

+

∫

Rd−1

G(t, x− y)u0(y) dy

=

∫ t

s

∫

Rd−1

G(t− r, x− y)(RF (v))(r, y) dy dr

+

∫

Rd−1

G(t− s, x− y)us(y) dy .
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Here, the fact that there appears no additional term is due tothe fact thatζ̄ > −2q,
so that the term〈1,J (t, x)(F (u)(t, x))〉 cancels exactly with the corresponding term
appearing in the definition ofNγ̄ . This quantity on the other hand is precisely equal to

〈1, ((Kγ̄ +RγR)R+
s F (v) +Gus)(t, x)〉 .

Setting
w = (Kγ̄ +RγR)R+

s F (v) +Gus ,

we deduce from the definitions of the various operators appearing above that, forℓ 6∈ N,
one hasQℓw(z) = QℓIF (z, v(z)). However, we also know thatv satisfiesQℓv(z) =
QℓIF (z, v(z)). We can therefore apply Proposition 3.29, which yields the identity
w = v, from which it immediately follows thatv = ū on (0, T ).

The argument regardinĝu is virtually identical, so we do not reproduce it here.

This shows that we can patch together local solutions in exactly the same way as
for “classical” solutions to nonlinear evolution equations. Furthermore, it shows that
the only way in which local solutions can fail to be global is by an explosion of theCη

s̄
-

norm of the quantity(Ru)(t, ·). Furthermore, since the reconstruction operatorR is
continuous intoCηs̄ , this norm is continuous as a function of time, so that for anycut-off
valueL > 0, there exists a (possibly infinite) first timet at which‖u(t, ·)‖η = L.

Given a symmetric modelZ = (Π,Γ) for T , a symmetric initial conditionu0 ∈ Cη
s̄
,

and some (typically large) cut-off valueL > 0, we denote byu = SL(u0, Z) ∈ Dγ,η
P

andT = TL(u0, Z) ∈ R+ ∪ {+∞} the (unique) modelled distribution and time such
that

u = (Kγ̄ +RγR)R+F (u) +Gu0 ,

on [0, T ], such that‖(Ru)(t, ·)‖η < L for t < T , and such that‖(Ru)(t, ·)‖η ≥ L for
t ≥ T . The following corollary is now straightforward:

Corollary 7.12 LetL > 0 be fixed. In the setting of Proposition 7.11, letSL andTL

be defined as above and setO = [−1, 2] × Rd−1. Then, for everyε > 0 andC > 0
there existsδ > 0 such that, settingT = 1∧TL(u0, Z)∧TL(ū0, Z̄), one has the bound

‖SL(u0, Z) − SL(ū0, Z̄)‖γ,η;T ≤ ε ,

for all u0, ū0,Z, Z̄ such that|||Z|||γ;O ≤ C, |||Z̄|||γ;O ≤ C, ‖u0‖η ≤ L/2, ‖ū0‖η ≤ L/2,
‖u0 − ū0‖η ≤ δ, and|||Z; Z̄|||γ;O ≤ δ.

Proof. The argument is straightforward and works in exactly the same way as analo-
gous statements in the classical theory of semilinear PDEs.The main ingredient is the
fact that for everyt > 0, one can obtain ana priori bound on the number of iterations
required to reach the timet ∧ TL(u0, Z).

8 Regularity structures for semilinear (S)PDEs

In this section, we show how to apply the theory developed in this article to construct
an abstract solution map to a very large class of semilinear PDEs driven by rough input
data. Given Theorem 7.8, the only task that remains is to build a sufficiently large
regularity structure allowing to formulate the equation.

First, we give a relatively simple heuristic that allows oneto very quickly decide
whether a given problem is at all amenable to the analysis presented in this article. For
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the sake of conciseness, we will assume that the problem of interest can be rewritten as
a fixed point problem of the type

u = K ∗ F (u,∇u, ξ) + ũ0 , (8.1)

whereK is a singular integral operator that isβ-regularising onRd with respect to some
fixed scalings,F is a smooth function,ξ denotes the rough input data, andũ0 describes
some initial condition (or possibly boundary data). In general, one might imagine that
F also depends on derivatives of higher order (provided thatβ is sufficiently large) and
/ or thatF itself involves some singular integral operators. We furthermore assume that
F is affine inξ. (Accommodating the general case whereF is polynomial inξ would
also be possible with minor modifications, but we stick to theaffine case for ease of
presentation.)

It is also straightforward to deal with the situation whenF is non-homogeneous in
the sense that it depends on the (space-time) location explicitly, as long as any such
dependence is sufficiently smooth. For the sake of readability, we will refrain from pre-
senting such extensions and we will focus on a situation which is just general enough
to be able to describe all of the examples given in the introduction.

Remark 8.1 In all the examples we are considering,K is the Green’s function of some
differential operatorL. In order to obtain optimal results, it is usually advisableto fix
the scalings in such a way that all the dominant terms inL have the same homogeneity,
when counting powers with the weights given bys.

Remark 8.2 We have seen in Section 7.1 that in general, one would really want to
consider instead of (8.1) fixed point problems of the type

u = ((K +R) ∗ (R+F (u,∇u, ξ))) + ũ0 , (8.2)

whereR+ denotes again the characteristic function of the set of positive times andR
is a smooth non-anticipative kernel. However, if we are ableto formulate (8.1), then it
is always straightforward to also formulate (8.2) in our framework, so we concentrate
on (8.1) for the moment in order not to clutter the presentation.

Denoting byα < 0 the regularity ofξ and considering our multi-level Schauder
estimate, Theorem 5.12, we then expect the regularity of thesolutionu to be of order
at mostβ + α, the regularity of∇u to of order at mostβ + α− 1, etc. We then make
the following assumption:

Assumption 8.3 (local subcriticality) In the formal expression ofF , replaceξ by a
dummy variableΞ. For anyi ∈ {1, . . . , d}, if β + α ≤ si, then replace furthermore
any occurrence of∂iu by the dummy variablePi. Finally, if β + α ≤ 0, replace any
occurrence ofu by the dummy variableU .

We then make the following two assumptions. First, we assumethat the resulting
expression is polynomial in the dummy variables. Second, weassociate to each such
monomial a homogeneity by postulating thatΞ has homogeneityα,U has homogeneity
β+α, andPi has homogeneityβ+α−si. (The homogeneity of a monomial then being
the sum of the homogeneities of each factor.) With these notations, the assumption of
local subcriticality is that terms containingΞ do not contain the dummy variables and
that the remaining monomials each have homogeneity strictly greater thanα.
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Whenever a problem of the type (8.1) satisfies Assumption 8.3, we say that it is
locally subcritical. The role of this assumption is to ensure that, using Theorems 4.6,
4.15, and 5.12, one can reformulate (8.1) as a fixed point map in Dγ for sufficiently
high γ (actually anyγ > |α| would do) by replacing the convolutionK∗ with Kγ
as in Theorem 5.12, replacing all products by the abstract product⋆, and interpreting
compositions with smooth functions as in Section 4.2.

For such a formulation to make sense, we need of course to build a sufficiently rich
regularity structure. This could in principle be done by repeatedly applying Proposi-
tion 4.10 and Theorem 5.14, but we will actually make use of a more explicit construc-
tion given in this section, which will also have the advantage of coming automatically
with a “renormalisation group” that allows to understand the kind of convergence re-
sults mentioned in Theorem 1.11 and Theorem 1.16. Our construction suggests the
following “metatheorem”, which is essentially a combination of Theorem 7.8, Theo-
rem 4.6, Theorem 4.15, and Theorem 8.24 below.

Metatheorem 8.4 Whenever (8.1) is locally subcritical, it is possible to build a regu-
larity structure allowing to reformulate it as a fixed point problem inDγ for γ large
enough. Furthermore, if the problem is parabolic on a bounded domain (say the torus),
then the fixed point problem admits a unique local solution.

Before we proceed to building the family of regularity structures allowing to formu-
late these SPDEs, let us check that Assumption 8.3 is indeed verified for our examples
(Φ4), (PAM), and (KPZ). Note first that it is immediate from Proposition 3.20 and the
equivalence of moments for Gaussian random variables that white noise onRd with
scalings almost surely belongs toCαs for everyα < − |s|

2
. (See also Lemma 10.2 be-

low.) Furthermore, the heat kernel is2-regularising, so thatβ = 2 in all of the problems
considered here.

In the case of (Φ4) in dimensiond, space-time is given byRd+1 with scalings =
(2, 1, . . . , 1), so that|s| = d + 2. This implies thatξ belongs toCα

s
for everyα <

− d+2
2

= −1 − d
2
. In this caseβ + α ≈ 1 − d

2
so that, following the procedure of

Assumption 8.3, the monomials appearing areU3 andΞ. The homogeneity ofU3 is
3(β + α) ≈ 3 − 3d

2
, which is less than−1− d

2
if and only if d < 4. This is consistent

with the fact that4 is the critical dimension for EuclideanΦ4 quantum field theory
[Aiz82]. Classical fixed point arguments using purely deterministic techniques on the
other hand already fail for dimension2, where the homogeneity ofu becomes negative,
which is a well-known fact [GRS75]. In the particular case ofd = 2 however, provided
that one defines the powers (K ∗ ξ)k “by hand”, one can writeu = K ∗ ξ + v, and the
equation forv is amenable to classical analysis, a fact that was exploitedfor example in
[DPD03, HRW12]. In dimension3, this breaks down, but our arguments show that one
still expects to be able to reformulate (Φ4) as a fixed point problem inDγ , provided
thatγ > 3

2
. This will be done in Section 7.3 below.

For (PAM) in dimensiond (and therefore space-timeRd+1 with the same scaling
as above), spatial white noise belongs toCαs for α < − d

2
. As a consequence, Assump-

tion 8.3 does in this case boil down to the condition2 + α > 0, which is again the
case if and only ifd < 4. This is again not surprising. Indeed, dimension4 is precisely
such that, if one considers the classical parabolic Anderson model on the latticeZ4

and simply rescales the solutions without changing the parameters of the model, one
formally converges to solutions to the continuous model (PAM). On the other hand, as
a consequence of Anderson localisation, one would expect that the rescaled solution
converges to an object that is “trivial” in the sense that it could only be described ei-
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ther by the0 distribution or by a Dirac distribution concentrated in a random location,
which is something that falls outside of the scope of the theory presented in this article.
In dimensions2 and3 however, one expects to be able to formulate and solve a fixed
point problem inDγ for γ > 3

2
. This time, one also expects solutions to be global,

since the equation is linear.
In the case of (KPZ), one can verify in a similar way that Assumption 8.3 holds.

As before, if we consider an equation of this type in dimension d, we have|s| =
d + 2, so that one expects the solutionu to be of regularity just below1 − d

2
. In

this case, dimension2 is already critical for three unrelated reasons. First, this is the
dimension whereu ceases to be function-valued, so that compositions with smooth
functions ceases to make sense. Second, even if the functionsgi were to be replaced by
polynomials,g4 would have to be constant in order to satisfy Assumption 8.3.Finally,
the homogeneity of the term|∇h|2 is −d. In dimension2, this precisely matches the
regularity−1− d

2
of the noise term.

We finally turn to the Navier-Stokes equations (SNS), which we can write in the
form (8.1) withK given by the heat kernel, composed with Leray’s projection onto
the space of divergence-free vector fields. The situation isslightly more subtle here,
as the kernel is now matrix-valued, so that we really haved2 (or ratherd(d + 1)/2
because of the symmetry) different convolution operators.Nevertheless, the situation
is similar to before and each component ofK is regularity improving withβ = 2. The
condition for local subcriticality given by Assumption 8.3then states that one should
have (1− d

2
) + (− d

2
) > −1− d

2
, which is satisfied if and only ifd < 4.

8.1 General algebraic structure

The general structure arising in the abstract solution theory for semilinear SPDEs of the
form (Φ4), (PAM), etc is very close to the structure already mentioned in Section 4.3.
The difference however is thatT only “almost” forms a Hopf algebra, as we will see
presently.

In general, we want to build a regularity structure that is sufficiently rich to allow
to formulate a fixed point map for solving our SPDEs. Such a regularity structure will
depend on the dimensiond of the underlying space(-time), the scalings of the linear
operator, the degreeβ of the linear operator (which is equal to the regularising index of
the corresponding Green’s function), and the regularityα of the driving noiseξ. It will
also depend on finer details of the equation, such as whether the nonlinearity contains
derivatives ofu, arbitrary functions ofu, etc.

At the minimum, our regularity structure should contain polynomials, and it should
come with an abstract integration mapI that represents integration against the Green’s
functionK of the linear operatorL. (Or rather integration against a suitable cut-off
version.) Furthermore, since we might want to represent derivatives ofu, we can intro-
duce the integration mapIk for a multiindexk, which one should think as representing
integration againstDkK. The “naı̈ve” way of buildingT would be then to consider all
possible formal expressionsF that can be obtained from the abstract symbolsΞ and
{Xi}di=1, as well as the abstract integration mapsIk. More formally, we can define a
setF by postulating that{1,Ξ, Xi} ⊂ F and, wheneverτ, τ̄ ∈ F , we haveτ τ̄ ∈ F
andIk(τ ) ∈ F . (However, we do not include any expression containing a factor of
Ik(Xℓ), thus reflecting Assumption 5.4 at the algebraic level.) Furthermore, we postu-
late that the product is commutative and associative by identifying the corresponding
formal expressions (i.e.XI(Ξ) = I(Ξ)X , etc), and that1 is neutral for the product.

One can then associate to eachτ ∈ F a weight|τ |s which is obtained by setting
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|1|s = 0,
|τ τ̄ |s = |τ |s + |τ |s ,

for any two formal expressionsτ andτ̄ in F , and such that

|Ξ|s = α , |Xi|s = si , |Ik(τ )|s = |τ |s + β − |k|s .

Since these operations are sufficient to generate all ofF , this does indeed define| · |s.

Example 8.5 These rules yield the weights

|ΞIℓ(Ξ2Xk)|s = 3α+ |k|s + β − |ℓ|s , |XkI(Ξ)2|s = |k|s + 2(α+ β) ,

for any two multiindicesk andℓ.

We could then defineTγ simply as the set of all formal linear combinations of
elementsτ ∈ F with |τ |s = γ. The problem with this procedure is that sinceα < 0,
we can build in this way expressions that have arbitrarily negative weight, so that the
set of homogeneitiesA ⊂ R would not be bounded from below anymore. (And it
would possibly not even be locally finite.)

The ingredient that allows to circumvent this problem is theassumption of local
subcriticality loosely formulated in Assumption 8.3. To make this more formal, assum-
ing again for simplicity that the right hand sideF of our problem (8.1) depends only
on ξ, u, and some partial derivatives∂iu, we can associate toF a (possibly infinite)
collectionMF of monomials inΞ, U , andPi in the following way.

Definition 8.6 For any two integersm andn, and multiindexk, we haveΞmUnP k ∈
MF if F contains a term of the typeξm̄un̄(Du)k̄ for m̄ ≥ m, n̄ ≥ n, and k̄ ≥ k.
Here, we consider arbitrary smooth functions as polynomials of “infinite order”, i.e.
we formally substituteg(u) by u∞ and similarly for functions involving derivatives
of u. Note also thatk and k̄ are multiindices since, in general,P is ad-dimensional
vector.

Remark 8.7 Of course,MF is not really well-defined. For example, in the case of
(Φ4), we haveF (u, ξ) = ξ − u3, so that

MF = {Ξ, Um : m ≤ 3} .

However, we could of course have rewritten this asF (u, ξ) = ξ + g(u), hiding the
fact thatg actually happens to be a polynomial itself, and this would lead to adding all
higher powers{Un}n>3 to MF . In practice, it is usually obvious what the minimal
choice ofMF is.

Furthermore, especially in situations where the solutionu is actually vector-valued,
it might be useful to encode into our regularity structure additional structural proper-
ties of the equation, like whether a given function can be written as a gradient. (See
the series of works [HM12, HW13, HMW12] for situations wherethis would be of
importance.)

Remark 8.8 In the case of (PAM), we have

MF = {1, U, UΞ,Ξ} ,
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while in the more general case of (PAMg), we have

MF = {Un, UnΞ, UnPi, UnPiPj : n ≥ 0, i, j ∈ {1, 2}} .

This and (Φ4) are the only examples that will be treated in full detail, but it is straight-
forward to see whatMF would be for the remaining examples.

Remark 8.9 Throughout this whole section, we consider the case where the noiseξ
driving our equation is real-valued and there is only one integral kernel required to
describe the fixed point map. In general, one might also want to consider a finite
family {Ξ(i)} of formal symbols describing the driving noises and a family{I (i)} of
symbols describing integration against various integral kernels. For example, in the
case of (SNS), the integral kernel also involves the Leray projection and is therefore
matrix-valued, while the driving noise is vector-valued. This is an immediate gener-
alisation that merely requires some additional indices decorating the objectsΞ andI
and all the results obtained in the present section trivially extend to this case. One
could even accommodate the situation where different components of the noise have
different degrees of regularity, but it would then become awkward to state an analogue
to Assumption 8.3, although it is certainly possible. Sincenotations are already quite
heavy in the current state of things, we refrain from increasing our level of generality.

Given a set of monomialsMF as in Definition 8.6, we then build subsets{Un}n≥0,
{P in}n≥0 and{Wn}n≥0 of F by the following algorithm. We setW0 = U0 = P i0 = ∅
and, given subsetsA,B ⊂ F , we also writeAB for the set of all productsτ τ̄ with
τ ∈ A andτ̄ ∈ B, and similarly for higher order monomials. (Note that this yields the
conventionA2 = {τ τ̄ : τ, τ̄ ∈ A} 6= {τ2 : τ ∈ A}.)

Then, we define the setsWn, Un andP in for n > 0 recursively by

Wn = Wn−1 ∪
⋃

Q∈MF

Q(Un−1,Pn−1,Ξ) ,

Un = {Xk} ∪ {I(τ ) : τ ∈ Wn} , (8.3)

P in = {Xk} ∪ {Ii(τ ) : τ ∈ Wn} ,

where in the set{Xk}, k runs over all possible multiindices. In plain words, we take
any of the monomials inMF and buildWn by formally substituting each occurrence
of U by one of the expressions already obtained inUn−1 and each occurrence ofPi by
one of the expressions fromP in−1. We then apply the mapsI andIi respectively to
build Un andP in, ensuring further that they include all monomials involving only the
symbolsXi. With these definitions at hand, we then set

FF def
=

⋃

n≥0

(Wn ∪ Un) .

In situations whereF depends onu (and not only onDu andξ like in the case of the
KPZ equation for example), we furthermore set

UF def
=

⋃

n≥0

Un .

We similarly defineP iF =
⋃

n≥0 P in in the case whenF depends on∂iu. The idea of
this construction is thatUF contains those elements ofF that are required to describe
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the solutionu to the problem at hand,P iF contains the elements appearing in the de-
scription of∂iu, andFF contains the elements required to describe both the solution
and the right hand side of (8.1), so thatFF is rich enough to set up the whole fixed
point map.

The following result then shows that our assumption of localsubcriticality, As-
sumption 8.3, is really the correct assumption for the theory developed in this article to
apply:

Lemma 8.10 Letα < 0. Then, the set{τ ∈ FF : |τ |s ≤ γ} is finite for everyγ ∈ R
if and only if Assumption 8.3 holds.

Proof. We only show that Assumption 8.3 is sufficient. Its necessitycan be shown by
similar arguments and is left to the reader. Setα(n) = inf{|τ |s : τ ∈ Un \ Un−1} and
α(n)
i = inf{|τ |s : τ ∈ P (i)

n \ P (i)
n−1}. We claim that under Assumption 8.3 there exists

ζ > 0 such thatα(n) > α(n−1) + ζ and similarly forα(n)
i , which then proves the claim.

Note now thatW1 = {Ξ}, so that one has

α(1) = (α+ β) ∧ 0 , α(1)
i = (α+ β − si) ∧ 0 .

Furthermore, Assumption 8.3 implies that ifΞpU qP k ∈ MF \ {Ξ}, then

pα+ q(α+ β) +
∑

i

ki(α+ β − si) > α , (8.4)

andki is allowed to be non-zero only ifβ > si. This immediately implies that one
has|τ |s ≥ α for everyτ ∈ FF , |τ |s ≥ (α + β) ∧ 0 for everyτ ∈ UF , and|τ |s ≥
(α+ β − si) ∧ 0 for everyτ ∈ P iF . (If this were to fail, then there would be a smallest
indexn at which it fails. But then, since it still holds atn− 1, condition (8.4) ensures
that it also holds atn, thus creating a contradiction.)

Let nowζ > 0 be defined as

ζ = inf
ΞpUqPk∈MF \{Ξ}

{

(p− 1)α+ q(α+ β) +
∑

i

ki(α+ β − si)
}

.

Then we see thatα(2) ≥ α(1) + ζ and similarly forα(2)
i . Assume now by contradiction

that there is a smallest valuen such that eitherα(n) < α(n−1) + ζ orα(n)
i < α(n−1)

i + ζ
for some indexi. Note first that one necessarily hasn ≥ 3 and that, for any such
n, one necessarily hasα(n)

i = α(n) − si by (8.3) so that we can assume that one has
α(n) < α(n−1) + ζ.

Note now that there exists some elementτ ∈ Un with |τ |s = α(n) and thatτ
is necessarily of the formτ = I(τ̄ ) with τ̄ ∈ Wn \ Wn−1. In other words,̄τ is
a product of elements inUn−1 andP in−1 (and possibly a factorΞ) with at least one
factor belonging to eitherUn−1 \ Un−2 or P in−1 \ P in−2. Denote that factor byσ, so
that τ̄ = σu for someu ∈ Wn.

Assume thatσ ∈ Un−1 \ Un−2, the argument being analogous if it belongs to one
of theP in−1 \ P in−2. Then, by definition, one has|σ|s ≥ α(n−1). Furthermore, one
hasα(n−1) ≥ α(n−2) + ζ, so that there exists some elementσ̂ ∈ Un−2 \ Un−3 with
|σ̂|s ≤ |σ|s − ζ. By the same argument, one can findû ∈ Wn−1 with |û|s ≤ |u|s.
Consider now the elementτ̂ = I(σ̂û). By the definitions, one haŝτ ∈ Un−1 and, since
σ̂ 6∈ Un−3, one haŝτ 6∈ Un−2. Therefore, we conclude from this that

α(n−1) ≤ |τ̂ |s ≤ |τ |s − ζ = α(n) − ζ ,

thus yielding the contradiction required to prove our claim.
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Remark 8.11 If F depends explicitly onu, then one hasU ∈ MF , so that one auto-
matically hasUF ⊂ FF . Similarly, if F depends on∂iu, one hasP iF ⊂ FF .

Remark 8.12 If τ ∈ FF is such that there existsτ1 andτ2 in F with τ = τ1τ2, then
one also hasτ1, τ2 ∈ FF . This is a consequence of the fact that, by Definition 8.6,
whenever a monomial inMF can be written as a product of two monomials, each of
these also belongs toMF .

Similarly, if I(τ ) ∈ FF or Ii(τ ) ∈ FF for someτ ∈ F , then one actually has
τ ∈ FF .

Given any problem of the type (1.1), and under Assumption 8.3, this procedure thus
allows us to build a candidateT for the model space of a regularity structure, by taking
for Tγ the formal linear combinations of elements inFF with |τ |s = γ. The spaces
Tγ are all finite-dimensional by Lemma 8.10, so the choice of norm onTγ is irrelevant.
For example, we could simply decree that the elements ofFF form an orthonormal
basis. Furthermore, the natural product inF extends to a product⋆ onT by linearity,
and by settingτ ⋆ τ̄ = 0 wheneverτ, τ̄ ∈ FF are such thatτ τ̄ 6∈ FF .

While we now have a candidate for a model spaceT , as well as an index setA (take
A = {|τ |s : τ ∈ FF }), we have not yet constructed the structure groupG that allows
to “translate” our model from one point to another. The remainder of this subsection is
devoted to this construction. In principle,G is completely determined by the action of
the group of translations on theXk, the assumption thatΓΞ = Ξ, the requirements

Γ(τ τ̄ ) = (Γτ ) ⋆ (Γτ̄ ) ,

for any τ, τ̄ ∈ FF such thatτ τ̄ ∈ FF , as well as the construction of Section 5.1.
However, since it has a relatively explicit construction similar to the one of Section 4.3,
we give it for the sake of completeness. This also gives us a much better handle on
elements ofG, which will be very useful in the next section. Finally, the construction of
G given here exploits the natural relations between the integration mapsIk for different
values ofk (which are needed when considering equations involving derivatives of the
solution in the right hand side), which is something that thegeneral construction of
Section 5.1 does not do.

In order to describe the structure groupG, we introduce three different vector
spaces. First, we denote byHF the set of finite linear combinations of elements in
FF and byH the set of finite linear combinations of all elements inF . We furthermore
defineF+ as the set of all elementsτ ∈ F such that eitherτ = 1 or |τ |s > 0 and such
that, wheneverτ can be written asτ = τ1τ2, one also has eitherτi = 1 or |τi|s > 0.
We then denote byH+ the set of all finite linear combinations of all elements inF+.
Note that bothH andH+ are algebras, by simply extending the product (τ, τ̄ ) 7→ τ τ̄ in
a distributive way. WhileHF is a linear subspace ofH, it is not in general a subalgebra
of H, but this will not concern us very much since it is mostly the structure of the larger
spaceH that matters.

We now describe a structure on the spacesH andH+ that endowsH+ with a Hopf
algebra structure andH with the structure of a Hopf module overH+. The purpose
of these structures is to yield an explicit construction of aregularity structure that is
sufficiently rich to allow to formulate fixed point maps for large classes of semilinear
(stochastic) PDEs. This construction will in particular allow us to describe the structure
groupG in a way that is similar to the construction in Section 4.3, but with a slight twist
sinceT = HF itself is different from both the Hopf algebraH+ and the Hopf module
H.
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We first define a linear projection operatorP+ : H → H+ by imposing that,

P+τ = τ , τ ∈ F+ , P+τ = 0 , τ ∈ F \ F+ .

We then definetwo linear maps∆: H → H⊗H+ and∆+ : H+ → H+ ⊗H+ by

∆1 = 1⊗ 1 , ∆+1 = 1⊗ 1 ,

∆Xi = Xi ⊗ 1+ 1⊗Xi , ∆+Xi = Xi ⊗ 1+ 1⊗Xi

∆Ξ = Ξ⊗ 1 ,

and then, recursively, by

∆(τ τ̄ ) = (∆τ ) (∆τ̄ ) (8.5a)

∆(Ikτ ) = (Ik ⊗ I)∆τ +
∑

ℓ,m

Xℓ

ℓ!
⊗ Xm

m!
P+Ik+ℓ+mτ , (8.5b)

as well as

∆+(τ τ̄ ) = (∆+τ ) (∆+τ̄ ) (8.6a)

∆+(Ikτ ) =
∑

ℓ

(

P+Ik+ℓ ⊗
(−X)ℓ

ℓ!

)

∆τ + 1⊗ Ikτ . (8.6b)

In both cases, these sums run in principle over all possible multiindicesℓ andm. Note
however that these sums are actually finite since|Ik+ℓτ |s = |Ikτ |s − |ℓ|s so that, for
|ℓ|s large enough, it is always the case thatP+Ik+ℓτ = 0.

Remark 8.13 The fact that it is∆ (rather than∆+) that appears in the right hand side
of (8.6b) is not a typo. The motivation for the definitions of∆ and∆+ will be given
in Section 8.2 below where we show how it allows to canonically lift a continuous
realisationξ of the “noise” to a model for the regularity structure built from these
algebraic objects.

Remark 8.14 By construction, for everyτ ∈ F , one has the identity∆τ = τ ⊗ 1 +
∑

i ciτ
(1)
i ⊗ τ (2)

i , for some constantsci and some elements with|τ (1)
i |s < |τ |s and

|τ (1)
i |s + |τ (2)

i |s = |τ |s. This is a reflection in this context of the condition (2.1).

Remark 8.15 In the sequel, we will use Sweedler’s notation for coproducts. Whenever
we write∆τ =

∑

τ (1) ⊗ τ (2), this should be read as a shorthand for: “There exists a
finite index setI, non-zero constants{ci}i∈I , and basis elements{τ (1)

i }i∈I , {τ (2)
i }i∈I

such that the identity∆τ =
∑

i∈I ciτ
(1)
i ⊗ τ (2)

i holds.” If we then later refer to a joint
property ofτ (1) andτ (2), this means that the property in question holds for every pair
(τ (1)
i , τ (2)

i ) appearing in the above sum.

The structure just introduced has the following nice algebraic properties.

Theorem 8.16 The spaceH+ is a Hopf algebra andH is a comodule overH+. In
particular, one has the identities

(I ⊗∆+)∆τ = (∆⊗ I)∆τ , (8.7a)

(I ⊗∆+)∆+τ = (∆+ ⊗ I)∆+τ , (8.7b)
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for everyτ ∈ H. Furthermore, there exists an idempotent antipodeA : H+ → H+,
satisfying the identity

M(I ⊗A)∆+τ = 1∗(τ )1 = M(A⊗ I)∆+τ , (8.8)

where we denoted byM : H+ ⊗ H+ → H+ the multiplication operator defined by
M(τ ⊗ τ̄ ) = τ τ̄ , and by1∗ the element ofH∗

+ such that1∗(1) = 1 and1∗(τ ) = 0 for
all τ ∈ F+ \ {1}.

Proof. We first prove (8.7a). Both operators map1 onto1⊗ 1⊗ 1, Ξ ontoΞ⊗ 1⊗ 1,
andXi ontoXi ⊗ 1⊗ 1 + 1 ⊗ Xi ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ 1 ⊗ Xi. SinceF is then generated by
multiplication and action withIk, we can verify (8.7a) recursively by showing that it
is stable under products and applications of the integration maps.

Assume first that, for someτ andτ̄ in F , the identity (8.7a) holds when applied to
bothτ andτ̄ . By (8.5a), (8.6a), and the induction hypothesis, one then has the identity

(I ⊗∆+)∆(τ τ̄ ) = (I ⊗∆+)(∆τ∆τ̄ ) = ((I ⊗∆+)∆τ)((I ⊗∆+)∆τ̄ )

= ((∆⊗ I)∆τ)((∆⊗ I)∆τ̄ ) = (∆⊗ I)(∆τ∆τ̄ ) = (∆⊗ I)∆(τ τ̄ ) ,

as required.
It remains to show that if (8.7a) holds for someτ ∈ F , then it also holds forIkτ

for every multiindexk. First, by (8.5b) and (8.6b), one has the identity

(I ⊗∆+)∆Ikτ = (I ⊗∆+)(Ik ⊗ I)∆τ +
∑

ℓ,m

Xℓ

ℓ!
⊗∆+

(Xm

m!
P+Ik+ℓ+mτ

)

= (Ik ⊗ I ⊗ I)(I ⊗∆+)∆τ

+
∑

ℓ,m,n

Xℓ

ℓ!
⊗
(Xm

m!
⊗ Xn

n!

)

∆+P+Ik+ℓ+m+nτ ,

where we used the multiplicative property of∆+ and the fact that

∆+X
k

k!
=

∑

m≤k

Xm

m!
⊗ Xk−m

(k −m)!
.

At this stage, we use the recursion relation (8.6b) which yields

∑

m,n

(Xm

m!
⊗ Xn

n!

)

∆+P+Ik+m+nτ =
∑

m,n

(Xm

m!
⊗ Xn

n!
P+Ik+m+nτ

)

+
∑

ℓ,m,n

(Xm

m!
P+Ik+ℓ+m+n ⊗ Xn

n!

(−X)ℓ

ℓ!

)

∆τ

=
∑

m,n

(Xm

m!
⊗ Xn

n!
P+Ik+m+nτ

)

+
∑

m

(Xm

m!
P+Ik+m ⊗ I

)

∆τ .

Here we made use of the fact that
∑

ℓ+n=k
Xn

n!
(−X)ℓ

ℓ! always vanishes, except when
k = 0 in which case it just yields1. Inserting this in the above expression, we finally
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obtain the identity

(I ⊗∆+)∆Ikτ = (Ik ⊗ I ⊗ I)(I ⊗∆+)∆τ

+
∑

ℓ,m,n

Xℓ

ℓ!
⊗ Xm

m!
⊗ Xn

n!
P+Ik+ℓ+m+nτ

+
∑

ℓ,m

Xℓ

ℓ!
⊗
(Xm

m!
P+Ik+ℓ+m ⊗ I

)

∆τ .

(8.9)

On the other hand, using again (8.5b), (8.6b), and the binomial identity, we obtain

(∆⊗ I)∆Ikτ = (∆Ik ⊗ I)∆τ +
∑

ℓ,m

(∆⊗ I)
(Xℓ

ℓ!
⊗ Xm

m!
P+Ik+ℓ+mτ )

= (Ik ⊗ I ⊗ I)(∆⊗ I)∆τ +
∑

ℓ,m

Xℓ

ℓ!
⊗
(Xm

m!
P+Ik+ℓ+m ⊗ I

)

∆τ

+
∑

ℓ,m,n

Xℓ

ℓ!
⊗ Xm

m!
⊗ Xn

n!
P+Ik+ℓ+m+nτ .

Comparing this expression with (8.9) and using the induction hypothesis, the claim
follows at once.

We now turn to the proof of (8.7b). Proceeding in a similar wayas before, we
verify that the claim holds forτ = 1, τ = Xi, andτ = Ξ. Using the fact that∆+ is a
morphism, it follows as before that if (8.7b) holds forτ andτ̄ , then it also holds forτ τ̄ .
It remains to show that it holds forIkτ . One verifies, similarly to before, that one has
the identity

(∆+ ⊗ I)∆+Ikτ = 1⊗ 1⊗ Ikτ + 1⊗
∑

ℓ

(

P+Ik+ℓ ⊗
(−X)ℓ

ℓ!

)

∆τ

+
∑

ℓ,m

(

P+Ik+ℓ+m ⊗ (−X)ℓ

ℓ!
⊗ (−X)m

m!

)

(∆⊗ I)∆τ ,

while one also has

(I ⊗∆+)∆+Ikτ = 1⊗
∑

ℓ

(

P+Ik+ℓ ⊗
(−X)ℓ

ℓ!

)

∆τ + 1⊗ 1⊗ Ikτ

+
∑

ℓ,m

(

P+Ik+ℓ+m ⊗ (−X)ℓ

ℓ!
⊗ (−X)m

m!

)

(I ⊗∆+)∆τ .

The claim now follows from (8.7a).
It remains to show thatH+ admits an antipodeA : H+ → H+. This is automatic

for connected graded bialgebras but it turns out that in our case, although there is a
natural integer grading,H+ is not connected for it (i.e. there is more than one basis
element with vanishing degree). The general construction of A however still works
in essentially the same way. The natural grading| · | onF for this purpose is defined
recursively by|Xi| = |Ξ| = |1| = 0, and then|τ τ̄ | = |τ | + |τ̄ | and|Ikτ | = |τ | + 1.
In plain terms, it counts the number of times that an integration operator arises in the
formal expressionτ .
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Recall thatA should be a linear map satisfying (8.8), and we furthermore wantA to
be a multiplicative morphism namely, forτ = τ1τ2, we impose thatAτ = (Aτ1)(Aτ2).
To constructA, we start by setting

AXi = −Xi , A1 = 1 . (8.10)

Given the construction ofH+, it then remains to defineA on elements of the typeIkτ
with τ ∈ H and|Ikτ |s > 0. This should be done in such a way that one has

M(I ⊗A)∆+Ikτ = 0 , (8.11)

which then guarantees that the first equality in (8.8) holds for all τ ∈ H+. This is
becauseM(I ⊗ A)∆+ is then a multiplicative morphism which vanishes onXi and
every element of the formIkτ , and, except forτ = 1, every element ofF+ has at least
one such factor.

To show that it is possible to enforce (8.11) in a coherent way, we proceed by
induction. Indeed, by the definition of∆+ and the definition ofM, one has the identity

M(I ⊗A)∆+Ikτ =
∑

ℓ

M
(

P+Ik+ℓ ⊗
Xℓ

ℓ!
A
)

∆τ +AIkτ .

Therefore,AIkτ is determined by (8.11) as soon as we know (I ⊗A)∆τ . This can be
guaranteed by iterating overF in an order of increasing degree. (In the sense of the
number of times that the integration operator appears in a formal expression, as defined
above.)

We can then show recursively that the antipode also satisfiesM(A ⊗ I)∆+τ =
1∗(τ )1. Again, we only need to verify it inductively on elements of the formIkτ . One
then has

M(A⊗ I)∆+Ikτ = Ikτ +
∑

ℓ

(−X)ℓ

ℓ!
M(P+AIk+ℓ ⊗ I)∆τ

= Ikτ −
∑

ℓ,m

(−X)ℓXm

ℓ!m!
M(P+Ik+ℓ+m ⊗A⊗ I)(∆⊗ I)∆τ

= Ikτ −M(P+Ik ⊗A⊗ I)(I ⊗∆+)∆τ ,

where we used the fact that
∑

ℓ+m=n
(−X)ℓXm

ℓ!m!
= 0 unlessn = 0 in which case it is1.

At this stage, we use the fact that it is straightforward to verify inductively that

(I ⊗ 1∗)∆τ = τ , (8.12)

for everyτ ∈ H, so that an application of our inductive hypothesis yieldsM(A ⊗
I)∆+Ikτ = Ikτ − Ikτ = 0 as required. The fact thatA2τ = τ can be verified
in a similar way. It is also a consequence of the fact that the Hopf algebraH+ is
commutative [Swe69].

Remark 8.17 Note thatH is not a Hopf module overH+ since the identity∆(τ τ̄ ) =
∆τ ∆+τ̄ does in generalnot hold for anyτ ∈ H andτ̄ ∈ H+. However,Ĥ = H⊗H+

can be turned in a very natural way into a Hopf module overH+. The module structure
is given by (τ ⊗ τ̄1)τ̄2 = τ ⊗ (τ̄1τ̄2) for τ ∈ H andτ̄1, τ̄2 ∈ H+, while the comodule
structure∆̂ : Ĥ → Ĥ ⊗H+ is given by

∆̂(τ ⊗ τ̄ ) = ∆τ ·∆+τ̄ ,
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where (τ1 ⊗ τ2) · (τ̄1 ⊗ τ̄2) = (τ1 ⊗ τ̄1) ⊗ (τ2τ̄2) for τ1 ∈ H andτ2, τ̄1, τ̄2 ∈ H+.
These structures are then compatible in the sense that (∆̂ ⊗ I)∆̂ = (I ⊗ ∆+)∆̂ and
∆̂(τ τ̄ ) = ∆̂τ ·∆+τ̄ . It is not clear at this stage whether known general results on these
structures (like the fact that Hopf modules are always free)can be of use for the type
of analysis performed in this article.

We are now almost ready to construct the structure groupG in our context. First,
we define a product◦ onH∗

+, the dual ofH+, by

Definition 8.18 Given two elementsg, ḡ ∈ H∗
+, their productg ◦ ḡ is given by the dual

of ∆+, i.e., it is the element satisfying

(g ◦ ḡ)(τ ) = (g ⊗ ḡ)(∆+τ ) ,

for all τ ∈ H+.

Furthermore, to anyg ∈ H∗
+, we associate a linear mapΓg : H → H in essentially

the same way as in (4.19), by setting

Γgτ = (I ⊗ g)∆τ . (8.13)

Note that, by (8.12), one hasΓ1∗τ = τ . One can also verify inductively that the co-unit
1∗ is indeed the neutral element for◦. With these definitions at hand, we have

Proposition 8.19 For anyg, ḡ ∈ H∗
+, one hasΓgΓḡ = Γg◦ḡ. Furthermore, the prod-

uct◦ is associative.

Proof. One has the identity

ΓgΓḡτ = Γg(I ⊗ ḡ)∆τ = (I ⊗ g ⊗ ḡ)(∆⊗ I)∆τ

= (I ⊗ g ⊗ ḡ)(I ⊗∆+)∆τ = (I ⊗ (g ◦ ḡ))∆τ ,

where we first used Theorem 8.16 and then the definition of the product◦. The associa-
tivity of ◦ is equivalent to the coassociativity (8.7b) of∆+, which we already proved in
Theorem 8.16.

We now have all the ingredients in place to define the structure groupG:

Definition 8.20 The groupG is given by the group-like elementsg ∈ H∗
+, i.e. the

elements such thatg(τ1τ2) = g(τ1) g(τ2) for anyτi ∈ H+. Its action onH is given by
g 7→ Γg.

This definition is indeed meaningful thanks to the followingstandard result:

Proposition 8.21 Giveng, ḡ ∈ G, one hasg ◦ ḡ ∈ G. Furthermore, each element
g ∈ G has a unique inverseg−1.

Proof. This is standard, see [Swe69]. The explicit expression for the inverse is simply
g−1(τ ) = g(Aτ ).
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Finally, we note that ifτ ∈ FF , and we write∆τ =
∑

τ (1) ⊗ τ (2), then in general
one does not have every single element ofF+ appearing as a possible termτ (2). What
this shows is that if we only want to describe its action onHF , the groupG as defined
above contains quite a lot of redundant information. To reduce this amount of infor-
mation, we denote byF+

F the set of those basis vectorsτ̄ ∈ F+ that can be written as
τ̄ = Xℓ0

∏

i Iℓiτi for some multiindicesℓi and some elementsτi ∈ FF . Writing H+
F

for the linear span ofF+
F , one then has the following remark:

Lemma 8.22 One has∆: HF → HF ⊗H+
F and∆+ : H+

F → H+
F ⊗H+

F .

Proof. We claim that actually, even more is true. Recall the definitions of the setsWn,
Un andP in from (8.3) and denote by〈Wn〉 the linear span ofWn in HF , and similarly
for 〈Un〉 and〈P in〉. Then, denoting byX any of these vector spaces, we claim that∆
has the property that∆X ⊂ X ⊗ H+

F , which in particular then also implies that the
action ofG leavesX invariant. This can easily be seen by induction overn. The claim
is clearly true forn = 0 by definition. Assuming now that it holds for〈Un−1〉 and
〈P in−1〉, it follows from the definition ofWn and the morphism property of∆ that the
claim also holds forWn. The identity (8.5b) then also implies that the claim is truefor
〈Un〉 and〈P in〉, as required.

Regarding the property∆+ : H+
F → H+

F ⊗ H+
F , it follows from the morphism

property of∆+ (and the fact thatH+
F itself is closed under multiplication) that we only

need to check it on elementsτ of the formτ = Ik τ̄ with τ̄ ∈ FF . Using (8.6b), the
claim then immediately follows from the first claim.

Remark 8.23 This shows that the action ofG ontoHF is equivalent to the action of
the quotient groupGF obtained by identifying elements that act in the same way onto
H+
F .

This concludes our construction of the regularity structure associated to a general
subcritical semilinear (S)PDE, which we summarise as a theorem:

Theorem 8.24 Let F be a locally subcritical nonlinearity, letT = HF with Tγ =
〈{τ ∈ FF : |τ |s = γ}〉, A = {|τ |s : τ ∈ FF }, andGF be defined as above. Then,
TF = (A,HF , GF ), defines a regularity structureT . Furthermore,I is an abstract
integration map of orderβ for T .

Proof. To check thatTF is a regularity structure, the only property that remains to
be shown is (2.1). This however follows immediately from thefact that if one writes
∆τ =

∑

τ (1) ⊗ τ (2), then each of these terms satisfies|τ (1)|s + |τ (2)|s = |τ |s and
|τ (2)|s ≥ 0. Furthermore, one verifies by induction that the termτ ⊗ 1 appears exactly
once in this sum, so that for all other terms,τ (1) is of homogeneity strictly smaller than
that ofτ .

The mapI obviously satisfies the first two requirements of an abstractintegration
map by our definitions. The last property follows from the fact that

ΓgIkτ = (I ⊗ g)∆Ikτ = (I ⊗ g)(Ik ⊗ I)∆τ +
∑

ℓ

(X − xg)ℓ

ℓ!
g(P+Ik+ℓτ) ,

where we definedxg ∈ Rd as the element with coordinates−g(Xi). Noting that
(I ⊗ g)(Ik ⊗ I)∆τ = IkΓgτ , the claim follows.
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Remark 8.25 If some element ofMF also contains a factorPi, then one can check in
the same way as above thatIi is an abstract integration map of orderβ − si for T .

Remark 8.26 GivenF as above andr > 0, we will sometimes writeT (r)
F (or simply

T (r) whenF is clear from the context) for the regularity structure obtained as above,
but withTγ = 0 for γ > r.

8.2 Realisations of the general algebraic structure

While the results of the previous subsection provide a systematic way of constructing
a regularity structureT that is sufficiently rich to allow to reformulate (8.1) as a fixed
point problem which has some local solutionU ∈ Dγ,η

P for suitable indicesγ andη, it
does not at all address the problem of constructing a model (or family of models) (Π,Γ)
such thatRU can be interpreted as a limit of classical solutions to some regularised
version of (8.1).

It is in the construction of the model (Π,Γ) that one has to take advantage of ad-
ditional knowledge aboutξ (for example that it is Gaussian), which then allows to use
probabilistic tools, combined with ideas from renormalisation theory, to build a “canon-
ical model” (or in many cases actually a canonical finite-dimensional family of models)
associated to it. We will see in Section 10 below how to do thisin the particular cases
of (PAMg) and (Φ4). For any continuous realisation of the driving noise however, it is
straightforward to “lift” it to the regularity structure that we just built, as we will see
presently.

Given anycontinuousapproximationξε to the driving noiseξ, we now show how
one can build a canonical model (Π(ε),Γ(ε)) for the regularity structureT built in the
previous subsection. First, we set

(Π(ε)
x Ξ)(y) = ξε(y) , (ΠεxX

k)(y) = (y − x)k .

Then, we recursively defineΠ(ε)
x τ by

(Π(ε)
x τ τ̄ )(y) = (Π(ε)

x τ)(y) (Π(ε)
x τ̄ )(y) , (8.14)

as well as

(Π(ε)
x Ikτ)(y) =

∫

Dk
1K(y, z) (Π(ε)

x τ)(z) dz +
∑

ℓ

(y − x)ℓ

ℓ!
f (ε)
x (P+Ik+ℓτ) . (8.15)

In this expression, the quantitiesf (ε)
x (Iℓτ) are defined by

f (ε)
x (Iℓτ) = −

∫

Dℓ
1K(x, z) (Π(ε)

x τ)(z) dz . (8.16)

If we furthermore impose that

f (ε)
x (Xi) = −xi , f (ε)

x (τ τ̄ ) = (f (ε)
x τ)(f (ε)

x τ̄) , (8.17)

and extend this to all ofH+
F by linearity, thenf (ε)

x defines an element of the groupGF
given in Definition 8.20 and Remark 8.23.

Denote byF (ε)
x the corresponding linear operator onHF , i.e.F (ε)

x = Γf (ε)
x

where

the mapg 7→ Γg is given by (8.13). With these definitions at hand, we then defineΓ(ε)
xy

by
Γ(ε)
xy = (F (ε)

x )
−1 ◦ F (ε)

y . (8.18)
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Furthermore, for anyτ ∈ F , we denote byVτ the sector given by the linear span of
{Γτ : Γ ∈ G}. This is also given by the projection of∆τ onto its first factor. We then
have:

Proposition 8.27 LetK be as in Lemma 5.5 and satisfying Assumption 5.4 for some
r > 0. Let furthermoreT (r)

F be the regularity structure obtained from any semilinear
locally subcritical problem as in Section 8.1 and Remark 8.26. Let finallyξε : Rd → R
be a smooth function and let(Π(ε),Γ(ε)) be defined as above. Then,(Π(ε),Γ(ε)) is a
model forT (r)

F .
Furthermore, for anyτ ∈ FF such thatIkτ ∈ FF , the model(Π(ε),Γ(ε)) realises

the abstract integration operatorIk on the sectorVτ .

Proof. We need to verify both the algebraic relations and the analytical bounds of
Definition 2.17. The fact thatΓ(ε)

xyΓ
(ε)
yz = Γ(ε)

xz is immediate from the definition (8.18).
In view of (8.18), the identityΠ(ε)

x Γ(ε)
xy = Π(ε)

y follows if we can show that

Π(ε)
x (F (ε)

x )
−1
τ = Π(ε)

y (F (ε)
y )

−1
τ , (8.19)

for everyτ ∈ FF and any two pointsx andy. In order to show that this is the case,
it turns out that it is easiest to simply “guess” an expression for Π(ε)

x (F (ε)
x )

−1
τ that is

independent ofx and to then verify recursively that our guess was correct. For this, we
define a linear mapΠ(ε) : HF → C(Rd) by

(Π(ε)1)(y) = 1 , (Π(ε)Xi)(y) = yi , (Π(ε)Ξ)(y) = ξε(y) ,

and then recursively by

(Π(ε)τ τ̄ )(y) = (Π(ε)τ)(y) (Π(ε) τ̄ )(y) , (8.20)

as well as

(Π(ε)Ikτ)(y) =
∫

Dk
1K(y, z) (Π(ε)τ)(z) dz . (8.21)

We claim that one hasΠ(ε)
x (F (ε)

x )
−1
τ = Π(ε)τ for everyτ ∈ FF and everyx ∈ Rd.

Actually, it is easier to verify the equivalent identity

Π(ε)
x τ = Π(ε)F (ε)

x τ . (8.22)

To show this, we proceed by induction. The identity obviously holds forτ = Ξ and
τ = 1. Forτ = Xi, we have by (8.17)

(Π(ε)F (ε)
x Xi)(y) = ((Π(ε) ⊗ f (ε)

x )(Xi ⊗ 1+ 1⊗Xi))(y) = yi − xi = (Π(ε)
x Xi)(y) .

Furthermore, in view of (8.20), (8.14), and the fact thatF (ε)
x acts as a multiplicative

morphism, it holds forτ τ̄ if it holds for bothτ andτ̄ .
To complete the proof of (8.19), it remains to show that (8.22) holds for elements

of the formIkτ if it holds for τ . It follows from the definitions that

F (ε)
x Ikτ = IkF (ε)

x τ +
∑

ℓ,m

Xℓ

ℓ!
f (ε)
x

(Xm

m!
P+Ik+ℓ+mτ

)

= IkF (ε)
x τ +

∑

ℓ,m

Xℓ

ℓ!

(−x)m

m!
f (ε)
x

(

P+Ik+ℓ+mτ
)

= IkF (ε)
x τ +

∑

ℓ

(X − x)ℓ

ℓ!
f (ε)
x (P+Ik+ℓτ) ,

(8.23)
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where we used (8.17), the morphism property off (ε)
x , and the binomial identity. The

above identity is precisely the abstract analogue in this context of the identity postulated
in Definition 5.9.

Inserting this into (8.21), we obtain the identity

(Π(ε)F (ε)
x Ikτ)(y) =

∫

Dk
1K(y, z) (Π(ε)F (ε)

x τ)(z) dz +
∑

ℓ

(y − x)ℓ

ℓ!
f (ε)
x (P+Ik+ℓτ) .

(8.24)
SinceΠ(ε)F (ε)

x τ = Π(ε)
x τ by our induction hypothesis, this is precisely equal to the

right hand side of (8.15), as required.
It remains to show that the required analytical bounds also hold. RegardingΠ(ε)

x ,

we actually show the slightly stronger fact that (Π(ε)
x τ )(y) . ‖x − y‖|τ |ss . This is

obvious forτ = Xi as well as forτ = Ξ since|Ξ|s < 0 and we assumed thatξε is
continuous. (Of course, such a bound would typically not hold uniformly in ε!) Since
|τ τ̄ |s = |τ |s+ |τ̄ |s, it is also obvious that such a bound holds forτ τ̄ if it holds for both
τ andτ̄ . Regarding elements of the formIkτ , we note that the second term in (8.15) is
precisely the truncated Taylor series of the first term, so that the required bound holds
by Proposition A.1 or, more generally, by Theorem 5.14. To conclude the proof that
(Π(ε),Γ(ε)) is a model for our regularity structure, it remains to obtain a bound of the
type (2.14) forΓ(ε)

xy. In principle, this also follows from Theorem 5.14, but we can also
verify it more explicitly in this case.

Note that the required bound follows if we can show that

|γ(ε)
xy(τ )| def

= |(fxA⊗ fy)∆
+τ | . ‖x− y‖|τ |ss ,

for all τ ∈ F+
F with |τ |s ≤ r. Again, this can easily be checked forτ = Xk. For

τ = Ik τ̄ , note that one has the identity

(A⊗I)∆+Ik τ̄ = 1⊗Ikτ̄−
∑

ℓ,m

(M⊗I)
(

P+Ik+ℓ+m⊗Xℓ

ℓ!
A⊗ (−X)m

m!

)

(I⊗∆+)∆τ̄ .

As a consequence, we have the identity

γ(ε)
xy(Ik τ̄ ) = f (ε)

y (Ik τ̄ ) −
∑

ℓ

(y − x)ℓ

ℓ!
f (ε)
x (P+Ik+ℓΓ(ε)

xyτ̄ ) .

It now suffices to realise that this is equal to the quantity(Γ(ε)
yxJxy τ̄ )k, whereJxy was

introduced in (5.36), so that the required bound follows from Lemma 5.21.
The fact that the model built in this way realisesK for the abstract integration

operatorI (and indeed for any of theIk) follows at once from the definition (8.15).

Remark 8.28 In general, one does not even needξε to be continuous. One just needs
it to be inCα

s
for sufficiently large (but possibly negative)α such that all the products

appearing in the above construction satisfy the conditionsof Proposition 4.13.

This construction motivates the following definition, where we assume that the ker-
nelK annihilates monomials up to orderr and that we are given a regularity structure
TF built from a locally subcritical nonlinearityF as above.
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Definition 8.29 A model (Π,Γ) for T
(r)
F is admissibleif it satisfies (ΠxXk)(y) =

(y − x)k, as well as (8.15), (8.17), (8.18), and (8.16). We denote byMF the set of
admissible models.

Note that the set of admissible models is a closed subset of the set of all models
and that the models built from canonical lifts of smooth functionsξ(ε) are admissible by
definition. Admissible models are also adapted to the integration mapK (and suitable
derivatives thereof) for the integration mapI (and the mapsIk if applicable). Actually,
the converse is also true provided that wedefinef by (8.16). This can be shown by a
suitable recursion procedure, but since we will never actually use this fact we do not
provide a full proof.

Remark 8.30 It is not clear in general whether canonical lifts of smooth functions
are dense inMF . As the definitions stand, this will actually never be the case since
smooth functions are not even dense inCα! This is however an artificial problem
that can easily be resolved in a manner similar to what we did in the proof of the
reconstruction theorem, Theorem 3.10. (See also the note [FV06].) However, even
when allowing for some weaker notion of density, it will in generalnot be the case
that lifts of smooth functions are dense. This is because theregularity structureT (r)

F

built in this section does not encode the Leibniz rule, so that it can accommodate the
type of effects described in [Gub10, HM12, HK12] (or even just Itô’s formula in one
dimension) which cannot arise when only considering lifts of smooth functions.

8.3 Renormalisation group associated to the general algebraic structure

There are many situations where, if we take forξε a smooth approximation toξ such
that ξε → ξ in a suitable sense, the sequence (Π(ε),Γ(ε)) of models built fromξε as
in the previous section fails to converge. This is somewhat different from the situ-
ation encountered in the context of the theory of rough pathswhere natural smooth
approximations to the driving noise very often do yield finite limits without the need
for renormalisation [CQ02, FV10a]. (The reason why this is so stems from the fact
that if a processX is symmetric under time-reversal, then the expressionXi∂tXj is
antisymmetric, thus introducing additional cancellations. Recall the discussion on the
role of symmetries in Remark 1.9.)

In general, in order to actually build a model associated to the driving noiseξ, we
will need to be able to encode some kind of renormalisation procedure. In the context of
the regularity structures built in this section, it turns out that they come equipped with
a natural group of continuous transformations on their space of admissible models. At
the abstract level, this group of transformations (which wecallR) will be nothing but a
finite-dimensional nilpotent Lie group – in many instances just a copy ofRn for some
n > 0. As already mentioned in the introduction, a renormalisation procedure then
consists in finding a sequenceMε of elements inR such thatMε(Π(ε),Γ(ε)) converges
to a finite limit (Π,Γ), where (Π(ε),Γ(ε)) is the bare model built in Section 8.2. As pre-
viously, different renormalisation procedures yield limits that differ only by an element
in R.

Remark 8.31 The construction outlined in this section, and indeed the whole method-
ology presented here, has a flavour that is strongly reminiscent of the theory given in
[CK00, CK01]. The scope however is different: the construction presented here applies
to subcritical situations in which one obtains superrenormalisable theories, so that the
groupR is always finite-dimensional. The construction of [CK00, CK01] on the other
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hand applies to critical situations and yields an infinite-dimensional renormalisation
group.

Assume that we are given some model (Π,Γ) for our regularity structureT . As
before, we assume thatΓxy is provided to us in the form

Γxy = F−1
x ◦ Fy , (8.25)

and we denote byfx the group-like element in the dual ofH+
F corresponding toFx. As

a consequence, the operatorΠxF
−1
x is independent ofx and, as in Section 8.2, we will

henceforth denote it simply by
Π

def
= ΠxF

−1
x . (8.26)

(This is of course an abuse of notation since we previously usedΠ to denote the func-
tion x 7→ Πx, but since the latter will never be used in the remainder of this section
we hope that this does not cause undue confusion.) Throughout this whole section,
we will thus represent a model by the pair (Π, f ) whereΠ is one single linear map
Π: T → S ′(Rd) andf is a map onRd with values in the morphisms ofH+

F .
We furthermore make the additional assumption that our model is admissible, so

that one has the identities

ΠIkτ =

∫

Rd
DkK(·, y) (Πτ)(dy) , (8.27)

fxIkτ = −
∫

Rd
DkK(x, y) (Πxτ)(dy) , (8.28)

where, in view of (8.26),Π andΠx are related by

Πτ = (Πx ⊗ fxA)∆τ , Πxτ = (Π⊗ fx)∆τ .

Note thatfx acts onH+
F , so (8.28) only ever applies to elements with|Ikτ |s > 0,

which implies that this integral actually makes sense. In view of (8.5b) and (5.12), this
ensures that our model does realiseK for the abstract integration operatorI (and, if
needed, the relevant derivatives ofK for theIk). It is crucial that any transformation
that we would like to apply to our model preserves this property, since otherwise the
operatorsKγ cannot be constructed anymore for the new model.

Remark 8.32 While it is clear that (Π, f ) is sufficient to determine the corresponding
model by (8.25) and (8.26), the converse is not true in general if one only imposes
(8.25). However, if we also impose (8.28), together with thecanonical choicefx(X) =
−x, thenf is uniquely determined by the model in its usual representation (Π,Γ).
This shows that although the transformations constructed in this section will be given
in terms off , they do actually define maps defined on the setMF of all admissible
models.

The important feature ofR is its action on elementsτ of negative homogeneity. It
turns out that, in order to describe it, it is convenient to work on a slightly larger set
F0 ⊂ FF with some additional properties. Given any setC ⊂ FF , we will henceforth
denote by Alg(C) ⊂ F+

F the set of all elements inF+
F of the formXk

∏

i Iℓiτi, for
some multiindicesk andℓi such that|Iℓiτi|s > 0, and where the elementsτi all belong
to C. (The empty product also counts, so that one always hasXk ∈ Alg(C) and in
particular1 ∈ Alg(C).) We will also use the notation〈C〉 for the linear span of a setC.
We now fix a subsetF0 ⊂ FF as follows.



REGULARITY STRUCTURES FOR SEMILINEAR(S)PDES 129

Assumption 8.33 The setF0 ⊂ FF has the following properties:

• The setF0 contains everyτ ∈ FF with |τ |s ≤ 0.

• There existsF⋆ ⊂ F0 such that, for everyτ ∈ F0, one has∆τ ∈ 〈F0〉 ⊗
〈Alg(F⋆)〉.

Remark 8.34 Similarly to before, we writeH0 = 〈F0〉, F+
0 = Alg(F⋆), andH+

0 =
〈F+

0 〉. Proceeding as in the proofs of Lemmas 8.38 and 8.39 below, one can verify that
the second condition automatically implies that the operators∆+ andA both leaveH+

0

invariant.

Let nowM : H0 → H0 be a linear map such thatMIkτ = IkMτ for every
τ ∈ F0 such thatIkτ ∈ F0. Then, we would like to use the mapM to build a new
model (ΠM , fM ) with the property that

ΠMτ = ΠMτ . (8.29)

(The conditionMIkτ = IkMτ is required to guarantee that (8.27) still holds forΠM .)
This is not always possible, but the aim of this section is to provide conditions under
which it is. In order to realise the above identity, we would like to build linear maps
∆M : H0 → H0 ×H+

0 andM̂ : H+
0 → H+

0 such that one has

ΠMx τ = (Πx ⊗ fx)∆Mτ , fMx τ = fxM̂τ . (8.30)

Remark 8.35 One might wonder why we choose to make the ansatz (8.30). The first
identity really just states thatΠMx τ is given by a bilinear expression of the type

ΠMx τ =
∑

τ1,τ2

Cτ1,τ2τ fx(τ1)Πxτ2 ,

which is not unreasonable since the objects appearing on theright hand side are the
only objects available as “building blocks” for our construction. One might argue that
the coefficients could be given by some polynomial expression in thefx(τ1), but thanks
to the fact thatfx is group-like, this can always be reformulated as a linear expression.
Similarly, the second expression simply states thatfMx is given by some arbitrary linear
(or polynomial by the same argument as before) expression inthefx.

Furthermore, we would like to ensure that if the pair (Π, f ) satisfies the identities
(8.27) and (8.28), then the pair (ΠM , fM ) also satisfies them. Inserting (8.30) into
(8.28), we see that this is guaranteed if we impose that

M̂Ik = M(Ik ⊗ I)∆M , (8.31a)

where, as before,M : H+
0 ×H+

0 → H+
0 denotes the multiplication map. We also note

that if we want to ensure that (8.29) holds, then we should require that, for everyx ∈
Rd, one has the identityΠM = ΠMx (FMx )

−1, which we rewrite asΠMx = ΠMFMx .
Making use of the first identity of (8.30) and of the fact thatΠx = ΠFx, the left hand
side of this identity can be expressed as

ΠMx τ = (Π⊗ fx ⊗ fx)(∆⊗ I)∆Mτ = (Π⊗ fx)(I ⊗M)(∆⊗ I)∆Mτ .

Using the second identity of (8.30), the right hand side on the other hand can be rewrit-
ten as

ΠMFMx τ = (Π⊗ fMx )(M ⊗ I)∆τ = (Π⊗ fx)(M ⊗ M̂ )∆τ .
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We see that these two expressions are guaranteed to be equal for any choice ofΠ and
fx if we impose the consistency condition

(I ⊗M)(∆⊗ I)∆M = (M ⊗ M̂ )∆ . (8.31b)

Finally, we impose that̂M is a multiplicative morphism and that it leavesXk invariant,
namely that

M̂ (τ1τ2) = (M̂τ1)(M̂τ2) , M̂Xk = Xk , (8.31c)

which is a natural condition given its interpretation. In view of (8.30), this is required to
ensure thatfMx is again a group-like element withfMx (Xi) = −xi, which is crucial for
our purpose. It then turns out that equations (8.31a)–(8.31c) are sufficient to uniquely
characterise∆M andM̂ and that it is always possible to find two operators satisfying
these constraints:

Proposition 8.36 Given a linear mapM as above, there exists a unique choice ofM̂
and∆M satisfying (8.31a)–(8.31c).

In order to prove this result, it turns out to be convenient toconsider the following
recursive construction of elements inHF . We defineF (0) = ∅ and then, recursively,

F (n+1) = {τ ∈ FF : ∆τ ∈ HF ⊗ 〈Alg(F (n))〉} . (8.32)

Remark 8.37 In practice, a typical choice for the setF0 of Assumption 8.33 is to take
F0 = F (n) andF⋆ = F (n−1) for some sufficiently largen, which then automatically
has the required properties by Lemma 8.38 below. In particular, this also shows that
such sets do exist.

For example,F (1) contains all elements of the formΞnXk that belong toFF , but
it might contain more than that depending on the values ofα andβ. The following
properties of these sets are elementary:

• One hasF (n−1) ⊂ F (n). This is shown by induction. Forn = 1, the statement
is trivially true. If it holds for somen then one has Alg(F (n−1)) ⊂ Alg(F (n))
and so, by (8.32), one also hasF (n) ⊂ F (n+1), as required.

• If τ, τ̄ ∈ F (n) are such thatτ τ̄ ∈ FF , thenτ τ̄ ∈ F (n) as an immediate conse-
quence of the morphism property of∆, combined with the definition of Alg.

• If τ ∈ F (n) andk is such thatIkτ ∈ FF , thenIkτ ∈ F (n+1). As a consequence
of this fact, and since all elements inFF can be generated by multiplication and
integration fromΞ and theXi, one has

⋃

n≥0 F (n) = FF .

The following consequence is slightly less obvious:

Lemma 8.38 For everyn ≥ 0 andτ ∈ F (n), one has∆τ ∈ 〈F (n)〉 ⊗ 〈Alg(F (n−1))〉.
For everyn ≥ 0 andτ ∈ Alg(F (n)), one has∆+τ ∈ 〈Alg(F (n))〉 ⊗ 〈Alg(F (n))〉.

Proof. We proceed by induction. Forn = 0, both statements are trivially true, so
we assume that they hold for alln ≤ k. Take thenτ ∈ F (k+1) and assume by con-
tradiction that∆τ 6∈ 〈F (k+1)〉 ⊗ 〈Alg(F (k))〉. This then implies that (∆ ⊗ I)∆τ 6∈
HF ⊗ 〈Alg(F (k))〉 ⊗ 〈Alg(F (k))〉. However, we have (∆ ⊗ I)∆τ = (I ⊗ ∆+)∆τ by
Theorem 8.16 and∆+ maps〈Alg(F (k))〉 to 〈Alg(F (k))〉⊗〈Alg(F (k))〉 by our induction
hypothesis, thus yielding the required contradiction.
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It remains to show that∆+ has the desired property forn = k + 1. Since∆+ is a
multiplicative morphism, we can assume thatτ is of the formτ = Iℓτ̄ with τ̄ ∈ F (k+1).
One then has by definition

∆+τ =
∑

m

(

P+Iℓ+m ⊗ (−X)m

m!

)

∆τ̄ + 1⊗ τ .

By the first part of the proof, we already know that∆τ̄ ∈ 〈F (k+1)〉 ⊗ 〈Alg(F (k))〉, so
that the first term belongs to〈Alg(F (k+1))〉⊗〈Alg(F (k))〉. The second term on the other
hand belongs to〈Alg(F (0))〉 ⊗ 〈Alg(F (k+1))〉 by definition, so that the claim follows.

A useful consequence of Lemma 8.38 is the following.

Lemma 8.39 If τ ∈ Alg(F (n)) for somen ≥ 0, thenAτ ∈ 〈Alg(F (n))〉, whereA is
the antipode inH+ defined in the previous subsection.

Proof. The proof goes by induction, using the relationsA(τ τ̄ ) = A(τ )A(τ̄ ), as well
as the identity

AIk τ̄ = −
∑

ℓ

M
(

P+Ik+ℓ ⊗
Xℓ

ℓ!
A
)

∆τ̄ , (8.33)

which is valid as soon as|Ik τ̄ |s > 0. Forn = 0, the claim is trivially true. For arbitrary
n > 0, by the multiplicative property ofA, it suffices to consider the caseτ = Ik τ̄ with
τ̄ ∈ F (n). Since∆τ̄ ∈ 〈F (n)〉 ⊗ 〈Alg(F (n−1))〉 by Lemma 8.38, it follows from our
definitions and the inductive assumption that the right handside of (8.33) does indeed
belong to〈Alg(F (n))〉 ⊗ 〈Alg(F (n))〉 as required.

We now have all the ingredients in place for the

Proof of Proposition 8.36.We first introduce the mapD : H0⊗H+
0 → H0⊗H+

0 given
byD = (I ⊗M)(∆⊗ I). It follows immediately from the definition of∆ and the fact
that, by Lemma 8.10, homogeneities of elements inFF (and a fortiori of elements in
F0) are bounded from below, thatD can be written as

D(τ ⊗ τ̄ ) = τ ⊗ τ̄ − D̄(τ ⊗ τ̄ ) ,

for some nilpotent map̄D. As a consequence,D is invertible with inverse given by the
Neumann seriesD−1 =

∑

k≥0 D̄
k, which is always finite.

The proof of the statement then goes by induction overF (n) ∩F0. Assume thatM̂
and∆M are uniquely defined on Alg(F (n) ∩ F⋆) and onF (n) ∩ F0 respectively which,
by (8.31c), is trivially true forn = 0. (For∆M this is also trivial sinceF (0) is empty.)
Take thenτ ∈ F (n+1) ∩ F0. By (8.31b), one has

∆Mτ = D−1(M ⊗ M̂ )∆τ .

By Lemma 8.38 and Remark 8.34, the second factor of∆τ belongs to〈Alg(F (n)∩F⋆)〉
on whichM̂ is already known by assumption, so that this uniquely determines∆Mτ .

On the other hand, in order to determinêM on elements of Alg(F (n+1) ∩ F⋆) it
suffices by (8.31c) and Remark 8.34 to determine it on elements of the formτ = Ik τ̄
with τ̄ ∈ F (n+1) ∩ F⋆. The action ofM̂ on such elements is determined by (8.31a)
so that, since we already know by the first part of the proof that ∆M τ̄ is uniquely
determined, the proof is complete.
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Before we proceed, we introduce a final object whose utility will be clear later on.
Similarly do the definition of∆M , we define∆̂M : H+

0 → H+
0 ⊗H+

0 by the identity

(AM̂A⊗ M̂ )∆+ = (I ⊗M)(∆+ ⊗ I)∆̂M . (8.34)

Note that, similarly to before, one can verify that the mapD+ = (I ⊗M)(∆+ ⊗ I) is
invertible onH+

0 ⊗H+
0 , so that this expression does indeed define∆̂M uniquely.

Remark 8.40 Note also that in the particular case whenM = I, the identity, one has
∆Mτ = τ ⊗ 1, ∆̂Mτ = τ ⊗ 1, as well asM̂ = I.

With these notations at hand, we then give the following description of the “renor-
malisation group”R:

Definition 8.41 Let FF andF0 be as above. Then the corresponding renormalisation
groupR consists of all linear mapsM : H0 → H0 such that, for everyτ ∈ F0 and
everyτ̂ ∈ F+

0 , one can write

∆Mτ = τ ⊗ 1+
∑

τ (1) ⊗ τ (2) , ∆̂M τ̄ = τ̄ ⊗ 1+
∑

τ̄ (1) ⊗ τ̄ (2) , (8.35)

where each of theτ (1) ∈ F0 andτ̄ (1) ∈ F+
0 is such that|τ (1)|s > |τ |s and|τ̄ (1)|s > |τ̄ |s.

Remark 8.42 Note that∆̂M is automatically a multiplicative morphism. Since one
has furthermorê∆MXk = Xk ⊗ 1 for everyM , the second condition in (8.35) really
needs to be verified only for elements of the formIk(τ ) with τ ∈ F⋆. The reason for
introducing the quantitŷ∆M and definingR in this way is that these conditions appear
naturally in Theorem 8.44 below where we check that the renormalised model defined
by (8.30) does again satisfy the analytical bounds of Definition 2.17.

We first verify that our terminology is not misleading, namely thatR really is a
group:

Lemma 8.43 If M1,M2 ∈ R, thenM1M2 ∈ R. Furthermore, ifM ∈ R, then
M−1 ∈ R.

Proof. Note first that ifM = M1M2 then, due to the identityΠM = ΠM1M2, one
obtains the model (ΠM , FM ) by applying the group element corresponding toM2 to
(ΠM1 , FM1 ). As a consequence, one can “guess” the identities

∆M = (I ⊗M)(∆M1 ⊗ M̂1)∆
M2 , (8.36a)

∆̂M = (I ⊗M)(∆̂M1 ⊗ M̂1)∆̂
M2 , (8.36b)

M̂ = M̂1 M̂2 . (8.36c)

Since we know that (8.31) characterises∆M andM̂ , (8.36) can be verified by checking
that∆M andM̂ defined in this way do indeed satisfy (8.31). The identity (8.31c) is
immediate, so we concentrate on the two other ones.

For (8.31a), we have

M(Ik ⊗ I)∆M = M((Ik ⊗ I)∆M1 ⊗ M̂1)∆
M2

= M(M̂1Ik ⊗ M̂1)∆
M2
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= M̂1M(Ik ⊗ I)∆M2 = M̂1M̂2Ik ,

which is indeed the required property. Here, we made use of the morphism property of
M̂1 to go from the second to the third line.

For (8.31b), we use (8.36a) to obtain

(I ⊗M)(∆⊗ I)∆M = (I ⊗M)(∆⊗ I)(I ⊗M)(∆M1 ⊗ M̂1)∆
M2

= (I ⊗M)((M1 ⊗ M̂1)∆⊗ M̂1)∆
M2

= (M1 ⊗ M̂1)(I ⊗M)(∆⊗ I)∆M2

= (M1 ⊗ M̂1)(M2 ⊗ M̂2)∆ = (M ⊗ M̂ )∆ ,

as required. Here, we used again the morphism property ofM̂1 to go from the second
to the third line. We also used the fact that, by assumption, (8.31b) holds for bothM1

andM2. Finally, we want to verify that the expression (8.36b) for∆̂M is the correct
one. For this, it suffices to proceed in virtually the same wayas for∆M , replacing∆
by ∆̂ when needed.

To show thatR is a group and not just a semigroup, we first define, for anyκ ∈ R,
the projectionPκ : H0 → H0 given byPκτ = 0 if |τ |s > κ andPκτ = τ if |τ |s ≤ κ.
We also writeP̂κ = Pκ ⊗ I as a shorthand. We then argue by contradiction as follows.
Assuming thatM−1 6∈ R, one of the two conditions in (8.35) must be violated. Assume
first that it is the first one, then there exists aτ ∈ F0 and a homogeneityκ ≤ |τ |s, such
that∆M

−1

τ can be rewritten as

∆M
−1

τ = RM− τ +RM+ τ ,

with P̂κRM− τ = RM− τ 6= 0, P̂κRM+ τ = 0, andRM− τ 6= τ ⊗ 1. We furthermore choose
for κ the smallest possible value such that such a decomposition exists, i.e. we assume
thatP̂κ̄RM− τ = 0 for everyκ̄ < κ.

It follows from (8.36a) that one has

P̂κ(τ ⊗ 1) = P̂κ∆Iτ = (I ⊗M)(P̂κ∆M ⊗M∆̂M )∆M
−1

τ .

Since, by Definition 8.41, the identitŷPκ∆M τ̄ = P̂κ(τ̄ ⊗ 1) holds as soon as|τ̄ |s ≥ κ,
one eventually obtains

P̂κ(τ ⊗ 1) = RM− τ ,

which is a contradiction. Therefore, the only way in which one could haveM−1 6∈ R

is by violating the second condition in (8.35). This howevercan also be ruled out in
almost exactly the same way, by making use of (8.36b) insteadof (8.36a) and exploiting
the fact that one also haŝ∆Iτ = τ ⊗ 1.

The main result in this section states that any transformation M ∈ R extends
canonically to a transformation on the set of admissible models forT (r)

F for arbitrary
r > 0.

Theorem 8.44 LetM ∈ R, whereR is as in Definition 8.41, letr > 0 be such that the
kernelK annihilates polynomials of degreer, and let(Π, f ) ∼ (Π,Γ) be an admissible
model forT (r)

F with f andΓ related as in (8.25).
DefineΠMx andfM onH0 andH+

0 as in (8.30) and defineΓM via (8.25). Then,
(ΠM ,ΓM ) is an admissible model forTF onH0. Furthermore, it extends uniquely to
an admissible model for all ofT (r)

F .
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Proof. We first verify that the renormalised model does indeed yielda model forTF

onH0. For this, it suffices to show that the bounds (2.14) hold. Regarding the bound
on ΠMx , recall the first identity of (8.30). As a consequence of Definition 8.41, this
implies that(ΠMx τ)(ϕ

λ
x) can be written as a finite linear combination of terms of the

type(Πxτ̄ )(ϕλx) with |τ̄ |s ≥ |τ |s. The required scaling as a function ofλ then follows
at once.

Regarding the bounds onΓxy, recall thatΓxyτ = (I ⊗ γxy)∆τ with

γxy = (fxA⊗ fy)∆+ , (8.37)

and similarly forγMxy. Since we know that (Π,Γ) is a model forT (r)
F , this implies that

one has the bound
|γxyτ | . ‖x− y‖|τ |ss , (8.38)

and we aim to obtain a similar bound forγMxy. Recalling the definitions (8.37) as well
as (8.30), we obtain forγMxy the identity

γMxy = (fxA⊗ fy)(AM̂A⊗ M̂ )∆+ = (fxA⊗ fy)(I ⊗M)(∆+ ⊗ I)∆̂M

= (fxA⊗ fy ⊗ fy)(∆+ ⊗ I)∆̂M = (γxy ⊗ fy)∆̂
M ,

where the second equality is the definition of∆̂M , while the last equality uses the defi-
nition ofγxy, combined with the morphism property offy. It then follows immediately
from Definition 8.41 and (8.38) that the bound (8.38) also holds forγMxy.

Finally, we have already seen that if (Π,Γ) is admissible, thenΠMx andfMx sat-
isfy the identities (8.27) and (8.28) as a consequence of (8.31a), so that they also form
an admissible model. The fact that the model (ΠM ,ΓM ) extends uniquely (and con-
tinuously) to all ofT (r)

F follows from a repeated application of Theorem 5.14 and
Proposition 3.31.

Remark 8.45 In principle, the construction ofR given in this section depends on the
choice of a suitable setF0. It is natural to conjecture thatR does not actually depend
on this choice (at least ifF0 is sufficiently large), but it is not clear at this stage whether
there is a simple algebraic proof of this fact.

9 Two concrete renormalisation procedures

In this section, we show how the regularity structure and renormalisation group built in
the previous section can be used concretely to renormalise (PAMg) and (Φ4).

9.1 Renormalisation group for (PAMg)

Consider the regularity structure generated by (PAMg) withMF as in Remark 8.8,
β = 2, andα ∈ (− 4

3
,−1). In this case, we can choose

F0 = {1,Ξ, XiΞ, I(Ξ)Ξ, Ii(Ξ), Ii(Ξ)Ij(Ξ)} , F⋆ = {Ξ} ,

wherei andj denote one of the two spatial coordinates. It is straightforward to check
that this set satisfies Assumption 8.33. Indeed, provided that α ∈ (− 4

3
,−1), it does

contain all the elements of negative homogeneity. Furthermore, all of the elements
τ ∈ F0 satisfy∆τ = τ ⊗ 1, except forΞ I(Ξ) andXiΞ which satisfy

∆(Ξ I(Ξ)) = Ξ I(Ξ) ⊗ 1+ Ξ⊗ I(Ξ) , ∆XiΞ = XiΞ⊗ 1+ Ξ⊗Xi .
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It follows that these elements indeed satisfy∆τ ∈ H0 ⊗ H+
0 , as required by our

assumption.
Then, for any constantC ∈ R and2 × 2 matrix C̄, one can define a linear mapM

on the span ofF0 by

M(I(Ξ)Ξ) = I(Ξ)Ξ− C1 ,

M(Ii(Ξ)Ij(Ξ)) = Ii(Ξ)Ij(Ξ) − C̄ij1 ,

as well asM (τ ) = τ for the remaining basis vectors inF0. Denote byR0 the set of all
linear mapsM of this type.

In order to verify thatR0 ⊂ R as our notation implies, we need to verify that∆M

and∆̂M satisfy the property required by Definition 8.41. Note first that

M̂I(Ξ) = I(Ξ) ,

as a consequence of (8.31a). Since one furthermore hasM̂Xi = Xi, this shows that
one has

(M ⊗ M̂ )∆τ = (M ⊗ I)∆τ ,

for everyτ ∈ F0. Furthermore, it is straightforward to verify that (M⊗I)∆τ = ∆Mτ
for everyτ ∈ F0. Comparing this to (8.31b), we conclude that in the special case
considered here we actually have the identity

∆Mτ = (Mτ ) ⊗ 1 , (9.1)

for everyτ ∈ F0. Indeed, when plugging (9.1) into the left hand side of (8.31b), we do
recover the right hand side, which shows the desired claim since we already know that
(8.31b) is sufficient to characterise∆M . Furthermore, it is straightforward to verify
that∆̂MI(Ξ) = I(Ξ) ⊗ 1 so that, by Remark 8.42, this shows thatM ∈ R for every
choice of the matrixCij and the constant̄C.

Furthermore, this5-parameter subgroup ofR is canonically isomorphic toR5 en-
dowed with addition as its group structure. This is the subgroupR0 that will be used
to renormalise (PAMg) in Section 9.3.

9.2 Renormalisation group for the dynamicalΦ4
3 model

We now consider the regularity structure generated by (Φ4), which is our second main
example. Recall from Remark 8.7 that this corresponds to thecase where

MF = {Ξ, Un : n ≤ 3} ,

β = 2 andα < − 5
2
. In order for the relevant terms of negative homogeneity notto

depend onα, we will chooseα ∈ (− 18
7
,− 5

2
). The reason for this strange-looking

value− 18
7

is that this is precisely the value ofα at which, settingΨ = I(Ξ) as a
shorthand, the homogeneity of the termΨ2I(Ψ2I(Ψ3)) vanishes, so that one would
have to modify our choice ofF0.

In this particular case, it turns out that we can choose forF0 andF⋆ the sets

F0 = {1,Ξ,Ψ,Ψ2,Ψ3,Ψ2Xi, I(Ψ3)Ψ, I(Ψ3)Ψ2, (9.2)

I(Ψ2)Ψ2, I(Ψ2), I(Ψ)Ψ, I(Ψ)Ψ2, Xi} , F⋆ = {Ψ,Ψ2,Ψ3} ,

where the indexi corresponds again to any of the three spatial directions.
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Then, for any two constantsC1 andC2, we define a linear mapM onH0 by

MΨ2 = Ψ2 − C11 ,

M(Ψ2Xi) = Ψ2Xi − C1Xi ,

MΨ3 = Ψ3 − 3C1Ψ ,

M(I(Ψ2)Ψ2) = I(Ψ2)(Ψ2 − C11)− C21 ,

M(I(Ψ3)Ψ) = (I(Ψ3) − 3C1I(Ψ))Ψ ,

M(I(Ψ3)Ψ2) = (I(Ψ3) − 3C1I(Ψ))(Ψ2 − C11) − 3C2Ψ ,

M(I(Ψ)Ψ2) = I(Ψ)(Ψ2 − C11) ,

(9.3)

as well asMτ = τ for the remaining basis elementsτ ∈ F0. We claim that one has
the identity

∆Mτ = (Mτ ) ⊗ 1 , (9.4a)

for those elementsτ ∈ F0 which do not contain a factorI(Ψ3). For the remaining two
elements, we claim that one has

∆MI(Ψ3)Ψ = (M (I(Ψ3)Ψ))⊗ 1+ 3C1 ΨXi ⊗ Ii(Ψ) , (9.4b)

∆MI(Ψ3)Ψ2 = (M (I(Ψ3)Ψ2))⊗ 1+ 3C1 (Ψ2 − C11)Xi ⊗ Ii(Ψ) , (9.4c)

where a summation over the spatial componentsXi is implicit.
For τ ∈ {1,Ξ,Ψ,Ψ2,Ψ3}, one has∆τ = τ ⊗ 1, so that∆Mτ = (Mτ ) ⊗ 1 as a

consequence of (8.31b). Similarly, it can be verified that (9.4a) holds forΨ2Xi andXi

by using again (8.31b). For the remaining elements, we first note that, as a consequence
of this and (8.31a), one has the identities

M̂I(Ψn) = I(MΨn) , M̂Ii(Ψ) = Ii(Ψ) . (9.5)

All the remaining elements are of the formτ = I(Ψn)Ψm, so that (8.5) yields the
identity

∆τ = τ ⊗ 1+Ψm ⊗ I(Ψn) + δn1(Ψ
mXi ⊗ Ii(Ψ) +Ψm ⊗XiIi(Ψ)) .

As a consequence of this and of (9.5), one has

(M ⊗ M̂ )∆τ =Mτ ⊗ 1+MΨm ⊗ I(MΨn) (9.6)

+ δn1(MΨm ⊗ 1)(Xi ⊗ Ii(Ψ) + 1⊗XiIi(Ψ)) .

Furthermore, for each of these elements, one has

Mτ = (MΨm)I(MΨn) + τ̄ , (9.7)

whereτ̄ is an element such that∆τ̄ = τ̄ ⊗ 1. Combining this with the explicit expres-
sion forM , one obtains the identity

∆Mτ =Mτ ⊗ 1+MΨm ⊗ I(MΨn)

+ δn1(MΨm ⊗ 1)(Xi ⊗ Ii(Ψ) + 1⊗XiIi(Ψ))

− 3C1δn3(MΨm ⊗ 1)(Xi ⊗ Ii(Ψ) + 1⊗XiIi(Ψ)) .

Comparing this expression with (9.6), we conclude in view of(8.31b) that one does
indeed have the identity

∆Mτ =Mτ ⊗ 1+ 3C1δn3 (MΨm)Xi ⊗ Ii(Ψ) ,
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which is precisely what we claimed. A somewhat lengthy but straightforward calcula-
tion along the same lines yields the identities

∆+I(MΨn) = 1⊗ I(MΨn) + I(MΨn) ⊗ 1− δn1(Ii(Ψ) ⊗Xi)

+ 3C1δn3(Ii(Ψ) ⊗Xi) ,

as well as

(AM̂A⊗ M̂)∆+I(ψn) = 1⊗ I(MΨn) + I(MΨn) ⊗ 1− δn1(Ii(Ψ) ⊗Xi)

− 3C1δn3(XiIi(Ψ) ⊗ 1) .

Comparing these two expressions with (8.34), it follows that ∆̂M is given by

∆̂MI(Ψn) = I(MΨn) ⊗ 1+ 3C1δn3 (Xi ⊗ Ii(Ψ) −XiIi(Ψ) ⊗ 1) .

As a consequence of the expressions we just computed for∆M and ∆̂M and of the
definition ofM , this shows that one does indeed haveM ∈ R. Furthermore, it is
immediate to verify that this two-parameter subgroup is canonically isomorphic toR2

endowed with addition as its group structure. This is the subgroupR0 ⊂ R that will
be used to renormalise (Φ4) in Section 10.5.

9.3 Renormalised equations for (PAMg)

We now have all the tools required to formulate renormalisation procedures for the
examples given in the introduction. We give some details only for the cases of (PAMg)
and (Φ4), but it is clearly possible to obtain analogous statementsfor all the other
examples.

The precise statement of our convergence results has to account for the possibility
of finite-time blow-up. (In the case of the3D Navier-Stokes equations, the existence
or absence of such a blow-up is of course a famous open problemeven in the absence
of forcing, which is something that we definitely do not address here.) The aim of this
section is to show what the effect of the renormalisation groupR0 built in Section 9.1
is, when applied to a model used to solve (PAMg).

Recall that the right hand side of (PAMg) is given by

fij(u) ∂iu ∂ju+ g(u) ξ ,

and that the set of monomialsMF associated with this right hand side is given by

MF = {Un, UnΞ, UnPi, UnPiPj : n ≥ 0, i, j ∈ {1, 2}} .

We now letTF be the regularity structure associated toMF via Theorem 8.24 with
d = 3, s = (2, 1, 1), α = |Ξ|s ∈ (− 4

3
,−1), andβ = 2. As already mention when we

built it, the regularity structureTF comes with a sectorV = 〈UF 〉 ⊂ T which is given
by the direct sum of the abstract polynomialsT̄ with the image ofI:

V = I(T ) ⊕ T̄ . (9.8)

Since the element inFF with the lowest homogeneity isΞ, the sectorV is function-
like and elementsu ∈ Dγ(V ) with γ > 0 satisfyRu ∈ Cγ∧(α+2)s . Furthermore, the
sectorV comes equipped with differentiation mapsDi given byDiI(τ ) = Ii(τ ) and
DiX

k = kiX
k−ei . It follows immediately from the definitions that any admissible

model is compatible with these differentiation maps in the sense of Definition 5.26.
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Assume for simplicity that the symmetryS is given by integer translations inR2,
so that its action onTF is trivial. (In other words, we consider the case of periodic
boundary conditions on [0, 1] × [0, 1].) Fix furthermoreγ > −α and choose one of
the decompositionsG = K +R of the heat kernel given by Lemma 7.7 withr > γ.

With all this set-up in place, we define the local mapFγ : V → T by

Fγ(τ ) = f̂ij;γ(τ ) ⋆Diτ ⋆Diτ + ĝγ(τ ) ⋆ Ξ . (9.9)

Here,f̂ij;γ andĝγ are defined fromfij andg as in Section 4.2. Furthermore, we have
explicitly used the symbol⋆ to emphasise the fact that this is the product inT . We also
set as previouslyP = {(t, x) : t = 0}.

We then have the following result:

Lemma 9.1 Assume that the functionsfij andg are smooth. Then, for everyγ > |α|
and forη ∈ (0, α+2], the mapu 7→ Fγ(u) is locally Lipschitz continuous fromDγ,η

P (V )
intoDγ+α,η+α

P .

Remark 9.2 In fact, we only need sufficient amount of regularity for the results of
Section 4.2 to apply.

Proof. Let u ∈ Dγ,η
P (V ) and note thatV is function-like. By Proposition 6.15, one

then hasDiu ∈ Dγ−1,η−1
P (W ) for some sectorW with regularityα + 1 < 0. This

is a consequence of the fact thatDi1 = 0, so that the element of lowest homogeneity
appearing inW is given byIi(Ξ).

Applying Proposition 6.12, we see thatDiu ⋆Dju ∈ Dγ+α,2η−2
P (W̄ ), whereW̄ is

of regularity2α + 2. Since furthermorêfij;γ(u) ∈ Dγ,η
P (V ) by Proposition 6.13 (and

similarly for ĝγ(u)), we can apply Proposition 6.12 once more to conclude that

f̂ij;γ (u) ⋆Diu ⋆Diu ∈ Dγ+α,2η−2
P .

Similarly, note that we can view the mapz 7→ Ξ as an element ofDγ,γ
P for everyγ > 0,

but taking values in a sector of regularityα. By applying again Proposition 6.12, we
conclude that one has also

ĝγ(u) ⋆ Ξ ∈ Dγ+α,2η−2
P .

All of these operations are easily seen to be locally Lipschitz continuous in the sense
of Section 7.3, so the claim follows.

Corollary 9.3 Denote byG the solution map for the heat equation, letη > 0, α ∈
(− 4

3
,−1), γ > |α|, andK such that it annihilates polynomials of orderγ. Then,

for every periodic initial conditionu0 ∈ Cη with η > 0 and every admissible model
Z ∈ MF , the fixed point map

u = (Kγ̄ +RγR)R+Fγ(u) +Gu0 , (9.10)

whereFγ is given by (9.9), has a unique solution inDγ on (0, T ) for T > 0 sufficiently
small.

Furthermore, settingT∞ = T∞(u0;Z) to be the smallest time for which (9.10)
does not have a unique solution, one has eitherT∞ = ∞ or limt→T∞ ‖Ru(t, ·)‖η =
∞. Finally, for everyT < T∞ and everyδ > 0, there existsε > 0 such that if
‖ū0 − u0‖η ≤ ε and|||Z; Z̄|||γ ≤ ε, one has|||u; ū|||γ,η ≤ δ.
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Proof. Sinceα > −2 andη > 0, it follows from Lemma 9.1 that all of the assumptions
of Theorem 7.8 and Corollary 7.12 are satisfied.

Denote now bySL the truncated solution map as given in Section (7.3). On the
other hand, for any (symmetric / periodic)continuousfunctionξε : R3 → R and every
(symmetric / periodic)u0 ∈ Cη(R2), we can build a “classical” solution mapuε =
S̄L(u0, ξε) for the equation

∂tuε = ∆uε + fij(uε) ∂iuε∂juε + g(uε) ξε , uε(0, x) = u0(x) , (9.11)

where the subscriptL refers again to the fact that we stop solutions when‖uε(t, ·)‖η ≥
L. Similarly to before, we also denote bȳTL(u0, ξε) the first time when this happens.
Here, the solution map̄SL(u0, ξε) is the standard solution map for (9.11) obtained by
classical PDE theory [Kry08].

Given an elementM ∈ R0 with the renormalisation groupR0 defined as in Sec-
tion 9.1, we also define a “renormalised” solution mapuε = S̄LM (u0, ξε) in exactly the
same way, but replacing (9.11) by

∂tuε = ∆uε + fij (uε) (∂iuε∂juε − g2(uε)C̄ij) + g(uε) (ξε − Cg′(uε)) , (9.12)

whereg′ denotes the derivative ofg. We then have the following result:

Proposition 9.4 Given a continuous and symmetric functionξε, denote byZε the as-
sociated canonical model realisingT (r)

F given by Proposition 8.27. Let furthermore
M ∈ R0 be as in Section 9.1. Then, for everyL > 0 and symmetricu0 ∈ Cη(R2), one
has the identities

RSL(u0, Zε) = S̄L(u0, ξε) , and RSL(u0,MZε) = S̄LM (u0, ξε) .

Proof. The fact thatRSL(u0, Zε) = S̄L(u0, ξε) is relatively straightforward to see.
Indeed, we have already seen in the proof of Proposition 7.11that the functionv =
RSL(u0, Zε) satisfies fort ≤ TL(u0, Zε) the identity

v(t, x) =
∫ t

0

∫

R2

G(t− s, x− y)(RFγ(v))(s, y) dy ds+
∫

R2

G(t, x− y)u0(y) dy ,

whereG denotes the heat kernel onR2. Furthermore, it follows from (8.14) and Re-
mark 4.12 that in the case of the canonical modelZε, one has indeed the identity

(RFγ(v))(s, y) = fij(Rv(s, y)) ∂iRv(s, y)∂jRv(s, y) + g(Rv(s, y)) ξε(s, y) ,

valid for everyv ∈ Dγ with γ > |α| > 1. As a consequence,Rv satisfies the same
fixed point equation as the classical solution to (9.11).

It remains to find out what fixed point equationv satisfies when we consider instead
the modelMZε, for which we denote the reconstruction operator byRM . Recall first
Remark 3.15 which states that for everyw ∈ Dγ with γ > 0, one has the identity

(RMw)(z) = (ΠM,(ε)
z w(z))(z) ,

where we have made use of the notationMZε = (ΠM,(ε),ΓM,(ε)). Furthermore, one
has(ΠM,(ε)

z τ)(z) = 0 for any elementτ with |τ |s > 0, so that we only need to consider
the coefficients ofw belonging to the subspace spanned by the elements with negative
(or 0) homogeneity.



TWO CONCRETE RENORMALISATION PROCEDURES 140

It follows from Lemma 9.1 that in order to compute all components ofw = Fγ(v)
with negative homogeneity, we need to know all components ofv with homogeneity
less than|α|. One can verify that as long asα > − 4

3
, the only elements inV with

homogeneity less than|α| are given by{1, X1, X2, I(Ξ)}. Sincev(z) furthermore
belongs to the sectorV , we can find functionsϕ : R3 → R and∇Φ: R3 → R2 such
that

v(z) = ϕ(z) 1+ g(ϕ(z))I(Ξ) + 〈∇ϕ(z), X〉+ ̺(z) ,

where the remainder̺consists of terms with homogeneity strictly larger than|α|. Here,
the fact that the coefficient ofI(Ξ) is necessarily given byg(ϕ(z)) follows from the
identity (7.20), combined with an explicit calculation to determineF. Furthermore, we
make a slight abuse of notation here by denoting byX the spatial coordinates ofX .
Note that in general, although∇ϕ can be interpreted as some kind of “renormalised
gradient” forϕ, we do not claim any kind of relation betweenϕ and∇ϕ. It follows
that

Div(z) = g(ϕ(z))Ii(Ξ) +∇iϕ(z) 1+ ̺i(z) ,

for some remainder̺i consisting of terms with homogeneity greater than|α| − 1.
Regardingf̂ij;γ(v) andĝγ(v), we obtain from (4.11) the expansions

f̂ij;γ(v)(z) = fij(ϕ(z)) 1+ f ′
ij(ϕ(z))g(ϕ(z))I(Ξ)+ ̺f (z) ,

ĝγ(v)(z) = g(ϕ(z)) 1+ g′(ϕ(z))g(ϕ(z))I(Ξ)+ ̺g(z) ,

where both̺ f and̺g contain terms proportional toX , as well as other components
of homogeneities strictly greater than|α|. Note also that whenα > − 4

3
, the elements

of negative homogeneity are those inF0 as in Section 9.1, but that one actually has
(ΠM,(ε)

z XiΞ)(z) = 0 for everyM ∈ R0.
It follows that one has the identity

Fγ(v)(z) = fij(ϕ(z))(∇iϕ(z)∇jϕ(z) 1+ g(ϕ(z))∇iϕ(z)Ij(Ξ)

+ g(ϕ(z))∇jϕ(z)Ii(Ξ) + g2(ϕ(z))Ii(Ξ)Ij(Ξ))

+ g(ϕ(z))Ξ+ g′(ϕ(z))g(ϕ(z))I(Ξ)Ξ+ ̺F (z) .

At this stage we use the fact that, by (9.1), one has the identity

ΠM,(ε)
z τ = Π(ε)

z Mτ ,

for all τ ∈ F0, together with the fact thatRMv(z) = ϕ(z). A straightforward calcula-
tion then yields the identity

RMFγ(v)(z) = fij(RMv(z))(∂iRMv(z)∂jRMv(z) − C̄ijg
2(RMv(z)))

+ g(RMv(z))(ξε(z) − Cg′(RMv(z))) ,

which is precisely what is required to complete the proof.

9.4 Solution theory for the dynamicalΦ4
3 model

We now turn to the analysis of (Φ4). In this case, one hasF = ξ − u3, so thatMF is
given by{1,Ξ, U, U2, U3}. This time, spatial dimension is3 and the scaling we con-
sider is once again the parabolic scalings = (2, 1, 1, 1), so that the scaling dimension
of space-time is5. Sinceξ denotes space-time white noise this time, we choose forα
some valueα = |Ξ|s < − 5

2
. It turns out that in order to be able to choose the setF0 in
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Section 8.3 independently ofα, we should furthermore imposeα > − 18
7

. In this case,
the fixed point equation that we would like to consider is

u = (Kγ̄ +RγR)R+(Ξ− u3) +Gu0 , (9.13)

with u0 ∈ Cηs̄ (R3), η > − 2
3
, γ ∈ (γ̄, γ̄ + 2), andγ̄ > 0.

We are then in a situation which is slightly outside of the scope of the general result
of Corollary 7.12 for two reasons. First, Proposition 6.9 doesa priori not apply to
the singular modelled distributionR+Ξ. Second, the distributionRI(Ξ) is of negative
order, so that there is in principle no obvious way of evaluating it at a fixed time. For-
tunately, both of these problems can be solved relatively easily. For the first problem,
we note that multiplying white noise by the indicator function of a set is of course not
a problem at all, so we are precisely in the situation alludedto in Remark 6.17. As
a consequence, all we have to make sure is that the convergence ξε → ξ takes place
in some space of distributions that allows multiplication with the relevant indicator
function. Regarding the distributionRI(Ξ), it is also possible to verify that ifξ is
space-time white noise, thenK ∗ ξ almost surely takes values not only inCηs (R4) for
η < − 1

2
, but it actually takes values inC(R, Cη(R3)), which is precisely what is needed

to be able to evaluate it on a fixed time slice, thus enabling usto extend the argument
of Proposition 7.11.

The simplest way of ensuring that the reconstruction operator yields a well-defined
distribution onR4 for R+Ξ is to build a suitable space of distributions “by hand” and
to show that smooth approximations to space-time white noise also converge in that
space. We fix again some final time, which we take to be1 for definiteness. We then
define for anyα < 0 and compactK the norm

ξ α;K = sup
s∈R

‖ξ1t≥s‖α;K ,

and we denote bȳCαs the intersections of the completions of smooth functions under
· α;K for all compactsK. One motivation for this definition is the following conver-

gence result:

Proposition 9.5 Let ξ be white noise onR × T3, which we extend periodically to
R4. Let ̺ : R4 → R be a smooth compactly supported function integrating to1, set
̺ε = Sε

s
̺, and defineξε = ̺ε ∗ ξ. Then, for everyα ∈ (−3,− 5

2
), one hasξ ∈ C̄α

s

almost surely and, for everyη ∈ (−1,− 1
2
), one hasK ∗ ξ ∈ C(R, Cη(R3)) almost

surely. Furthermore, for every compactK ⊂ R4 and everyκ > 0, one has

E ξ − ξε α;K . ε−
5
2
−α−κ . (9.14)

Finally, for everyκ̄ ∈ (0,− 1
2
− η), the bound

E sup
t∈[0,1]

‖(K ∗ ξ)(t, ·) − (K ∗ ξε)(t, ·)‖η . εκ̄ , (9.15)

holds uniformly overε ∈ (0, 1].

Proof. In order to show thatξ ∈ C̄α
s

, note first that it is immediate thatξ1t≥s ∈ Cα
s

for
every fixedt ∈ R. It therefore suffices to show that the mapt 7→ ξ1t≥s is continuous in
Cα
s

. For this, we choose a wavelet basis as in Section 3.2 and, writing Ψ⋆ = Ψ ∪ {ϕ},
we note that for everyp > 1, one has the bound

E‖ξ1t≥s − ξ1t≥0‖2pα;K ≤
∑

ψ∈Ψ⋆

∑

n≥0

∑

x∈Λn
s
∩K̄

E22αnp+|s|np|〈ξ1t≥s − ξ1t≥0, ψ
n,s
x 〉|2p
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≤
∑

ψ∈Ψ⋆

∑

n≥0

∑

x∈Λn
s
∩K̄

22αnp+|s|np(E|〈ξ, 1t∈[0,s]ψ
n,s
x 〉|2)p

.
∑

ψ∈Ψ⋆

∑

n≥0

22αnp+|s|np+|s|n‖1t∈[0,s]ψ
n,s
x ‖2pL2 .

Here we wrotēK for the1-fattening ofK and we used the equivalence of moments for
Gaussian random variables to obtain the second line. We thenverify that

‖1t∈[0,s]ψ
n,s
x ‖2L2 . 1 ∧ 22ns .

Provided thatα ∈ (− 7
2
,− 5

2
), it then follows that

E‖ξ1t≥s − ξ1t≥0‖α;K . s−
5
4
−α

2
− 5

4p .

Choosing firstp sufficiently large and then applying Kolmogorov’s continuity criterion,
it follows that one does indeed haveξ ∈ C̄α

s
as stated.

In order to bound the distance betweenξ andξε, we can proceed in exactly the
same way. We then obtain the same bound, but with‖1t∈[0,s]ψ

n,s
x ‖2L2 replaced by

‖1t∈[0,s]ψ
n,s
x − ̺ε ∗ (1t∈[0,s]ψ

n,s
x )‖2L2 . A straightforward calculation shows that

‖1t∈[0,s]ψ
n,s
x − ̺ε ∗ (1t∈[0,s]ψ

n,s
x )‖2L2 . 1 ∧ 22ns ∧ 22nε2 .

As above, it then follows that, provided thatα+ κ > −3,

E‖(ξ − ξε)1t∈[0,s]‖α;K . ε−
5
2
−α−κs

κ
2
− 5

4p ,

so that the requested bound (9.14) follows at once by choosing p sufficiently large.
In order to show (9.15), note first thatK ∗ ξε = ̺ε ∗ (K ∗ ξ). As a consequence, it

is sufficient to find some space of distributionsX ⊂ C([0, 1], Cη) such thatK ∗ ξ ∈ X
almost surely and such that the bound

‖̺ε ∗ ζ − ζ‖C([0,1],Cη ) . εκ̄‖ζ‖X , (9.16)

holds uniformly over allε ∈ (0, 1] andζ ∈ X . We claim thatX = C κ̄
2 (R, Cη+κ̄) is a

possible choice.
To show that (9.16) holds, we use the characterisation

‖̺ε ∗ ζ − ζ‖C([0,1],Cη )

= sup
t∈[0,1]

sup
λ∈(0,1]

λ−η sup
ψ

∫

ψλ(x)̺ε(x− y, t− s)(ζ(y, s) − ζ(x, t)) dx dy ds ,

where the supremum runs over all test functionsψ ∈ B1
s,0 (for s the Euclidean scaling).

We also wroteψλ for the rescaled test function as previously. One then rewrites the
above expressions as a sumT1 + T2 with

T1 =

∫

ψλ(x)̺ε(x− y, t− s)(ζ(y, s) − ζ(y, t))dx dy ds ,

T2 =

∫

ψλ(x)̺ε(x− y, t− s)(ζ(y, t) − ζ(x, t)) dx dy ds

=

∫

(ψλ(x) − ψλ(y))̺ε(x− y, t− s)ζ(y, t) dx dy ds .
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To bound each of these terms, one considers separately the casesλ ≤ ε andλ > ε.
ForT1, it is then straightforward to verify that|T1| . (εη ∧ λη)|t − s|κ̄/2. Since one
has|t − s| . ε2 due to the fact that̺ is compactly supported, the requested bound
follows for T1. ForT2, arguments similar to those used in Section 5.2 yield the bound
|T2| . λη+κ̄ . εκ̄λη in the caseλ ≤ ε and|T2| . λη+κ̄−1ε . εκ̄λη in the caseε ≤ λ.
The bound (9.16) then follows at once.

To show thatK ∗ ξ belongs toX almost surely, the argument is similar. Write
K =

∑

n≥0Kn as in the assumption and setξ(n) = Kn ∗ ξ. We claim that it then
suffices to show that there isδ > 0 such that the bound

E
(

∫

ψλ(x)(ξ(n)(x, t) − ξ(n)(x, 0))dx
)2

. 2−δn|t|κ̄+δλ2η+2κ̄+δ , (9.17)

holds uniformly overn ≥ 0, λ ∈ (0, 1], and test functionsψ ∈ B1
s,0. Indeed, this fol-

lows at once by combining the usual Kolmogorov continuity test (in time) with Propo-
sition 3.20 (in space) and the equivalence of moments for Gaussian random variables.

The left hand side of (9.17) is equal to
∫

(

∫

ψλ(x)(Kn(x− y, t− r) −Kn(x− y,−r)) dx
)2

dy dr =: ‖Ψλ;tn ‖2L2 .

It is immediate from the definitions and the scaling properties of theKn that the volume
of the support ofΨλ;tn is bounded by (λ + 2−n)32−2n. The values ofΨλ;tn inside this
support are furthermore bounded by a multiple of

23n ∧ |t|25n ∧ λ−3 .

Forλ < 2−n we thus obtain the bound

‖Ψλ;tn ‖2L2 . 2−5n|t|κ̄+δ26n+2(κ̄+δ)n = 2n+2(κ̄+δ)n|t|κ̄+δ ,

while for λ ≥ 2−n we obtain

‖Ψλ;tn ‖2L2 . λ32−2n|t|κ̄+δλ−6+κ̄+δ25(κ̄+δ)n = |t|κ̄+δλ3(κ̄+δ)−32−2n+5(κ̄+δ)n .

It follows that sinceη is strictly less than− 1
2
, it is possible to choosēκ andδ sufficiently

small to guarantee that the bound (9.17) holds, thus concluding the proof.

Remark 9.6 The definition of these spaces of distributions is of course ratherad hoc,
but it happens to be one that then allows us to restart solutions, which is amply sufficient
to apply the same procedure as in Corollary 7.12 to define local solutions to (9.13).

As before, the regularity structureT comes with a sectorV ⊂ T which is given
by (9.8). This time however, the sectorV is not function-like, but has regularity2 +
α ∈ (− 4

7
,− 1

2
). Assume for simplicity that the symmetryS is again given by integer

translations inR3, so that its action onT is trivial. Fix furthermoreγ > |2α+ 4| and
choose one of the decompositionsG = K +R of the heat kernel given by Lemma 7.7
with r > γ.

Regarding the nonlinearity, we then have the following bound:

Lemma 9.7 For everyγ > |2α + 4| and forη ≤ α + 2, the mapu 7→ u3 is locally
Lipschitz continuous in the strong sense fromDγ,η

P (V ) intoDγ+2α+4,3η
P .
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Proof. This is an immediate consequence of Proposition 6.12.

With these results at hand, our strategy is now as follows. First, we reformulate the
fixed point map (9.13) as

u = −(Kγ̄ +RγR)R+u3 +Gu0 + v ,

v = (Kγ̄ +RγR)R+Ξ .
(9.18)

Here, wedefineRR
+Ξ as the distributionξ1t≥0, which does indeed coincide with

RR
+Ξ when applied to test functions that are localised away of thesingular linet = 0,

and belongs toCα
s

by assumption. This also shows immediately thatv ∈ Dγ,η
P for η

andγ as in Lemma 9.7. We then have the following result:

Proposition 9.8 Let TF be the regularity structure associated as above to (Φ4) with
α ∈ (− 18

7
,− 5

2
), β = 2 and the formal right hand sideF (U,Ξ, P ) = Ξ − U3. Let

furthermoreη ∈ (− 2
3
, α+2) and letZ = (Π,Γ) ∈ MF be an admissible model forT

with the additional properties thatξ
def
= RΞ belongs toC̄αs and thatK ∗ ξ ∈ C(R, Cη).

Then, for everyγ > 0 and everyL > 0, one can build a maximal solution mapSL
for (9.18) with the same properties as in Section 7.3. Furthermore,SL has the same
continuity properties as in Corollary 7.12, provided thatZ and Z̄ furthermore satisfy
the bounds

ξ α;O + ξ̄ α;O ≤ C , sup
t∈[0,1]

(‖(K ∗ ξ)(t, ·)‖η+ ‖(K ∗ ξ̄)(t, ·)‖η) ≤ C , (9.19)

as well as

ξ − ξ̄ α;O ≤ δ , sup
t∈[0,1]

(‖(K ∗ ξ)(t, ·) − (K ∗ ξ̄)(t, ·)‖η) ≤ δ . (9.20)

Here, we have set̄ξ = R̄Ξ, whereR̄ is the reconstruction operator associated toZ̄.

Proof. We claim that, as a consequence of Lemma 9.7, the nonlinearity F (u) = −u3
satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 7.8 as soon as we chooseγ > |2α + 4|. Indeed,
in this situation,V is the sector generated by all elements inFF of the formIτ , while
V̄ is the span ofFF \ {Ξ}. As a consequence, one hasζ = α+2 andζ̄ = 3(α+2), so
that indeedζ < ζ̄ + 2.

Provided thatη andγ are as in Lemma 9.7, one then hasη̄ = 3η andγ̄ = γ+2α+4.
The conditionη < (η̄∧ζ̄)+2q then readsη < 3η+2, which translates into the condition
η > −1, which is satisfied by assumption. The conditionγ < γ̄ + 2q readsα > −3,
which is also satisfied by assumption. Finally, the assumption η̄ ∧ ζ̄ > −2q reads
η > − 2

3
, which is also satisfied. As a consequence, we can apply Theorem 7.8 to get a

local solution map.
To extend this local map up to the first time where‖(Ru)(t, ·)‖η blows up, the

argument is virtually identical to the proof of Proposition7.11. The only difference is
that the solutionu does not take values in a function-like sector. However, ourlocal
solutions are of the typeu(t, x) = IΞ+ v(t, x), with v taking values in a function-like
sector. (As a matter of fact,v takes values in a sector of order3(α+2)+2.) The bounds
(9.19) and (9.20) are then precisely what is required for thereconstruction operator to
still be a continuous map with values inC(R, Cη

s̄
) and for the fixed point equation

u = −(Kγ̄ +RγR)R+
s u

3 +Gus + v ,

v = (Kγ̄ +RγR)R+
s Ξ ,

to make sense for alls > 0.
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Remark 9.9 The lower bound− 2
3

for η appearing in this theorem is probably sharp.

This is because the spaceC− 2
3 is critical for the deterministic equation so that one

wouldn’t even expect to have a continuous solution map for∂tu = ∆u−u3 in C− 2
3 ! If

u3 is replaced byu2 however, the critical space isC−1 and one can build local solutions
for anyη > −1.

As in Section 9.3, we now identify solutions corresponding to a model that has
been renormalised under the action of the groupR0 constructed in Section 9.2 with
classical solutions to a modified equation. Recall that thistime, elementsM ∈ R0 are
characterised by two real numbersC1 andC2. As before, denote byuε = S̄L(u0, ξε)
the classical solution map to the equation

∂tuε = ∆uε − u3ε + ξε ,

stopped when‖uε(t, ·)‖η ≥ L. Here,ξε is a continuous function which is periodic in
space, andu0 ∈ Cη(T3). This time, it turns out that the renormalised mapS̄LM is given
by the classical solution map to the equation

∂tuε = ∆uε + (3C1 − 9C2)uε − u3ε + ξε , (9.21)

stopped as before when the norm of the solution reachesL. Indeed, one has again:

Proposition 9.10 Given a continuous functionξε : R × T3 → R, denote byZε =
(Π(ε),Γ(ε)) the associated canonical model for the regularity structure T

(r)
F given by

Proposition 8.27. Let furthermoreM ∈ R0 be as in Section 9.2. Then, for everyL > 0
and symmetricu0 ∈ Cη(R2), one has the identities

RSL(u0, Zε) = S̄L(u0, ξε) , and RSL(u0,MZε) = S̄LM (u0, ξε) .

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Proposition 9.4. Just like there, we can find
periodic functionsϕ : R4 → R and∇ϕ : R4 → R3 such that, writingΨ = I(Ξ) as a
shorthand, the solutionu to the abstract fixed point map can be expanded as

u = Ψ+ ϕ1− I(Ψ3) − 3ϕ I(Ψ2) + 〈∇ϕ,X〉+ ̺u , (9.22)

where every component of̺u has homogeneity strictly greater than−4 − 2α. In par-
ticular, since(ΠM,(ε)

z Ψ)(z) = (K ∗ ξε)(z), one has the identity

(Ru)(z) = (K ∗ ξε)(z) + ϕ(z) ,

where we denote byR the reconstruction operator associated toZε. As a consequence
of (9.22),F (u) = Ξ− u3 can be expanded in increasing degrees of homogeneity as

F (u) = Ξ−Ψ3 − 3ϕΨ2 + 3Ψ2I(Ψ3) − 3ϕ2 Ψ+ 6ϕΨI(Ψ3)

+ 9ϕΨ2I(Ψ2) − 3〈∇ϕ,Ψ2X〉 − ϕ3 1+ ̺F ,

where every component of̺F has strictly positive homogeneity. This time, one has the
identity∆Mτ =Mτ ⊗ 1+ τ̄ (1) ⊗ τ̄ (2) where each of the elementsτ̄ (1) includes at least
one factorXi. As a consequence, just like in the case of (PAMg), one has again the
identity (ΠM,(ε)

z τ)(z) = (Π(ε)
z Mτ)(z). It follows at once that, foru as in (9.22), one

has the identity

(RMF (u))(z) = ξε(z) − (Ru)(z)3 + 3C1(K ∗ ξε)(z) + 3C1ϕ(z)
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− 9C2(K ∗ ξε)(z) − 9C2ϕ(z)

= ξε(z) − (Ru)(z)3 + (3C1 − 9C2) (Ru)(z) .

The claim now follows in the same way as in the proof of Proposition 9.4.

Remark 9.11 We could of course have taken forF an arbitrary polynomial of degree
3. If we take for exampleF (u) = Ξ − u3 + au2 for some real constanta, then we
obtain for our renormalised equation

∂tuε = ∆uε + (3C1 − 9C2)uε − u3ε + au2 − aC1 + ξε .

This emphasises the fact that the constantsC1 andC2 play fundamentally different
roles and that the fact that they end up just “summing up” in (9.21) appears to be a
coincidence. In the case where no termu3 appears, the renormalisation procedure is
significantly simplified since none of the terms involvingI(Ψ3) appears. This then
allows to reduce the problem to the methodology of [DPD02, DPD03], see also the
recent work [EJS13].

10 Homogeneous Gaussian models

One very important class of random models for a given regularity structure is given by
“Gaussian models”, where the processesΠxa andΓxya are built from some underlying
Gaussian white noiseξ. Furthermore, we are going to consider the stationary situation
where, for any given test functionϕ, any τ ∈ T , and anyh ∈ Rd, the processes
x 7→ (Πxτ)(ϕx) andx 7→ Γx,x+h are stationary as a function ofx. (Here, we wroteϕx
for the functionϕ translated so that it is centred aroundx.) Finally, in such a situation,
it will be natural to assume that the random variables(Πxτ)(ψ) andΓxyτ belong to the
(inhomogeneous) Wiener chaos of some fixed order (dependingonly onτ ) for ξ. This
is indeed the case for the canonical modelsZε built from some continuous Gaussian
processξε as in Section 8.2, provided thatξε(z) is a linear functional ofξ for everyz.
It is also the case for the renormalised modelẐε = M (ε)Zε, whereM (ε) denotes any
element of the renormalisation groupR built in Section 8.3.

Our construction suggests that there exists a general procedure such that, by us-
ing the general renormalisation procedure described in Section 8.3, it is typically pos-
sible to build natural stationary Gaussian models that can then be used as input for
the abstract solution maps built in Section 7.3. As we have seen, the corresponding
solutions can then typically be interpreted as limits of classical solutions to a renor-
malised version of the equation as in Section 9. Such a completely general statement
does unfortunately seem out of reach for the moment, although someone with a deeper
knowledge of algebra and constructive quantum field theory techniques might be able
to achieve this. Therefore, we will only focus on two examples, namely on the case of
the dynamicalΦ4

3 model, as well as the generalisation of the two-dimensionalcontin-
uous parabolic Anderson model given in (PAMg). Several of the intermediate steps in
our construction are completely generic though, and would just as well apply,mutatis
mutandis, to (PAM) in dimension3, to (KPZ), or to (SNS).

10.1 Wiener chaos decomposition

In all the examples mentioned in the introduction, the driving noiseξ was Gaussian.
Actually, it was always given bywhite noiseon some copy ofRd which would always
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include the spatial variables and, except for (PAM), would include the temporal vari-
able as well. Mathematically, white noise is described by a probability space (Ω,F ,P),
as well as a Hilbert spaceH (typically someL2 space) and a collectionWh of centred
jointly Gaussian random variables indexed byh ∈ H with the property that the map
h 7→Wh is a linear isometry fromH intoL2(Ω,P). In other words, one has the identity

EWhWh̄ = 〈h, h̄〉 ,

where the scalar product on the right is the scalar product inH .

Remark 10.1 We will usually consider a situation where some symmetry group S

acts onRd. In this case,H is actually given byL2(D), whereD ⊂ Rd is the fundamen-
tal domain of the action ofS . This comes with a natural projectionπ : L2(Rd) → H
given by(πϕ)(x) =

∑

g∈S
ϕ(Tgx).

In the setting of the above remark, this data also yields a random distribution, which
we denote byξ, defined throughξ(ϕ)

def
= Wπϕ. If we endowRd with some scalings,

we have the following simple consequence of Proposition 3.20.

Lemma 10.2 The random distributionξ defined above almost surely belongs toCαs for
everyα < −|s|/2. Furthermore, let̺ : Rd → R be a smooth compactly supported
function integrating to one, set̺ε = Sε

s,0̺, and defineξε = ̺ε ∗ ξ. Then, for every

α < − |s|
2

, everyκ > 0, and every compact setK ⊂ Rd, one has the bound

E‖ξε − ξ‖α;K . ε−
|s|
2
−α−κ .

Proof. The proof is almost identical to the proof of the first part of Proposition 9.5.
The calculations are actually more straightforward since the indicator functions1t≥s
do not appear, so we leave this as an exercise.

It was first remarked by Wiener [Wie38] that there exists a natural isometry between
all of L2(Ω,P) and the “symmetric Fock space”

Ĥ =
⊕

k≥0

H⊗sk ,

whereH⊗sk denotes the symmetrick-fold tensor product ofH . Here, we identify
H⊗sk with H⊗k, quotiented by the equivalence relations

ei1 ⊗ . . .⊗ eik ∼ eiσ(1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ eiσ(k) ,

whereσ is an arbitrary permutation ofk elements. (This extends by linearity.)
If {en}n≥0 denotes an orthonormal basis ofH then, for any sequencek0, k1, . . .

of positive integers with only finitely many non-zero elements, Wiener’s isometry is
given by

k!ek
def
= k!e⊗k00 ⊗ e⊗k11 ⊗ . . . ⇔ Hk0 (We0 )Hk1 (We1 ) . . . ,

whereHn denotes thenth Hermite polynomial,k! = k0!k1! · · · , andek has norm1.
Random variables in correspondence with elements inH⊗sm are said to belong to the
mth homogeneous Wiener chaos. Themth inhomogeneous chaos is the sum of all the
homogeneous chaoses of ordersℓ ≤ m. See also [Nua06, Ch. 1] for more details.



HOMOGENEOUSGAUSSIAN MODELS 148

We have a natural projectionH⊗m ։ H⊗sm: just map an element to its equiva-
lence class. Composing this projection with Wiener’s isometry yields a natural family
of mapsIm : H⊗m → L2(Ω,P) with the property that

E(Im(f )2) ≤ ‖f‖2 ,

wheref ∈ H⊗m is identified with an element ofL2(Dd), and the right hand side
denotes itsL2 norm. In the case of an elementf that is symmetric under the permu-
tation of itsm arguments, this inequality turns into an equality. For thisreason, many
authors restrict themselves to symmetric functions from the start, but it turns out that
allowing ourselves to work with non-symmetric functions will greatly simplify some
expressions later on.

Note that in the casem = 1, we simply haveI1(h) = Wh. The casem = 0
corresponds to the natural identification ofH0 ∼ R with the constant elements of
L2(Ω,P). To state the following result, we denote byS(r) the set of all permutations
of r elements, and byS(r,m) ⊂ S(m) the set of all “shuffles” ofr andm−r elements,
namely the set of permutations ofm elements which preserves the order of the firstr
and of the lastm− r elements. Forx ∈ Dm andΣ ∈ S(m), we writeΣ(x) ∈ Dm as
a shorthand forΣ(x)i = xΣ(i). Forx ∈ Dr andy ∈ Dm−r, we also denote byx ⊔ y
the element ofDm given by (x1, . . . , xr, y1, . . . , ym−r). With these notations, we then
have the following formula for the product of two elements.

Lemma 10.3 Letf ∈ L2(Dℓ) andg ∈ L2(Dm). Then, one has

Iℓ(f )Im(g) =
ℓ∧m
∑

r=0

Iℓ+m−2r(f ⋆r g) , (10.1)

where

(f ⋆r g)(z ⊔ z̃) =
∑

Σ∈S(r,ℓ)
Σ̃∈S(r,m)

∑

σ∈S(r)

∫

Dr
f (Σ(x ⊔ z))g(Σ̃(x ⊔ σ(z̃))) dx ,

for all z ∈ Dℓ−r andz̃ ∈ Dm−r.

Proof. See [Nua06, Prop. 1.1.2].

Remark 10.4 Informally speaking, Lemma 10.3 states that in order to build the chaos
decomposition of the productIℓ(f )Im(g), one should consider all possible ways of
pairing r of the ℓ arguments off with r of them arguments ofg and integrate over
these paired arguments. This should really be viewed as an extension of Wick’s product
formula for Gaussian random variables.

A remarkable property of the Wiener chaoses is the followingequivalence of mo-
ments:

Lemma 10.5 Let X ∈ L2(Ω,P) be a random variable in thekth inhomogeneous
Wiener chaos. Then, for everyp ≥ 1, there exists a universal constantCk,p such
thatE|X2p| ≤ Ck,p(EX2)

p.

Proof. This is a consequence of Nelson’s hypercontractive estimate [Nel73, Gro75],
combined with the fact that the Wiener chaos decomposition diagonalises the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck semigroup.
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10.2 Gaussian models for regularity structures

From now on, we assume that we are given a probability space (Ω,F ,P), together with
an abstract white noiseh 7→ Wh over the Hilbert spaceH = L2(D). We furthermore
assume that we are given a Gaussian random distributionξ which has the property that,
for every test functionψ, the random variableξ(ψ) belongs to the homogeneous first
Wiener chaos ofW .

Remark 10.6 One possible choice of noiseξ is given byξ(ψ) = Wψ , which corre-
sponds to white noise. While this is a very natural choice in many physical situations,
this is not the only choice by far.

We furthermore assume that we are given a sequenceξε of continuous approxima-
tions toξ with the following properties:

• For everyε > 0, the mapx 7→ ξε(x) is continuous almost surely.

• For everyε > 0 and everyx ∈ Rd, ξε(x) is a random variable belonging to the
first Wiener chaos ofW .

• For every test functionψ, one has

lim
ε→0

∫

Rd
ξε(x)ψ(x) dx = ξ(ψ) ,

in L2(Ω,P).

Given such an approximation, one would ideally like to be able to show that the
corresponding sequence (Π(ε),Γ(ε)) of canonical models built fromξε in Section 8.2
converges to some limit. As already mentioned several times, this is simply not the
case in general, thus the need for a suitable renormalisation procedure. We will always
consider renormalisation procedures based on a sequenceMε of elements in the renor-
malisation groupR built in Section 8.3. We will furthermore take advantage of the fact
that we knowa priori that the models (Π(ε),Γ(ε)) belong to some fixed Wiener chaos.

Indeed, we can denote by‖τ‖ the number of occurrences ofΞ in the formal expres-
sionτ . More formally, we set‖1‖ = ‖X‖ = 0, ‖Ξ‖ = 1, and then recursively

‖τ τ̄‖ = ‖τ‖+ ‖τ̄‖ , ‖Ikτ‖ = ‖τ‖ .

Then, as an immediate consequence of Lemma 10.3, for any fixedτ ∈ FF , x ∈ Rd,
and smooth test functionψ, the random variables(Π(ε)

x τ)(ψ) andΓ(ε)
xyτ belong to the

(inhomogeneous) Wiener chaos of order‖τ‖. Actually, it belongs to the sum of the
homogeneous chaoses of orders‖τ‖ − 2n for n a positive integer, and this is still true
for the renormalised models. From now on, we denoteF− = {τ ∈ FF : |τ |s < 0}.
The following convergence criterion is the foundation on which all of our convergence
results are built.

Theorem 10.7 Let F be a locally subcritical nonlinearity and letT (r)
F be the corre-

sponding regularity structure built in Section 8, restricted to{τ : |τ |s ≤ r}. LetMε

be a sequence of elements in its renormalisation groupR, let ξε be an approximation
to ξ as in Lemma 10.2 with associated canonical modelZε = (Π(ε),Γ(ε)), and let
Ẑε = (Π̂(ε), Γ̂(ε)) =MεZε be the corresponding sequence of renormalised models.

Assume furthermore that there isκ > 0 such that, for every test functionϕ ∈ Br
s,0,

everyx ∈ Rd, and everyτ ∈ F−, there exists a random variable(Π̂xτ)(ϕ) belonging
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to the inhomogeneous Wiener chaos of order‖τ‖ such that

E|(Π̂xτ)(ϕλx)|2 . λ|τ |s+κ , (10.2)

and such that, for someθ > 0,

E|(Π̂xτ − Π̂(ε)
x τ)(ϕ

λ
x)|2 . ε2θλ|τ |s+κ . (10.3)

Then, there exists a unique admissible random modelẐ = (Π̂, Γ̂) of T (r)
F such that, for

every compact setK ⊂ Rd and everyp ≥ 1, one has the bounds

E|||Ẑ |||p
K
. 1 , E|||Ẑ; Ẑε|||pK . εθp .

Remark 10.8 As already seen previously, it is actually sufficient to takefor ϕ the
scaling function of some sufficiently regular compactly supported wavelet basis.

Proof. Note first that the proportionality constants appearing in (10.2) and (10.3) are
independent ofx by stationarity. Let nowV ⊂ F be any finite collection of basis
vectors, letV = 〈V〉, and assume thatV is such that∆V ⊂ V ⊗ H+, so thatV is a
sector ofTF . Then, it follows from Proposition 3.32 that, for every compact setK, one
has the bound

E‖Π̂‖pV ;K . E
(

(1 + ‖Γ‖V ;K)
p sup
τ∈V

sup
n≥0

sup
x∈Λn

s
(K̄)

2|τ |spn+
pn|s|

2 |(Π̂xτ)(ϕn,sx )|p
)

(10.4)

.

√

E(1 + ‖Γ‖V ;K)
2p

∑

τ∈V

∑

n≥0

2n|s|+|τ |spn+
pn|s|

2 (E|(Π̂0τ)(ϕ
n,s
0 )|2)

p
2 ,

where the proportionality constant depends onK and the choice ofV . Here, we used
stationarity and Lemma 10.5 to go from the first to the second line. A similar bound
also holds for̂Π(ε), as well as for the difference between the two models.

The claim will now be proved by induction overF (n), whereF (n) was defined
in Section 8.3. Recall that for everyn ≥ 0, the linear spanTn

def
= 〈F (n)〉 forms a

sector ofTF , that these sectors exhaust all of the model spaceT , and that one has
∆Tn ⊂ Tn ⊗ 〈Alg(F (n−1))〉. As a consequence, it is sufficient to prove that, for every
p ≥ 0, one has the bounds

E|||Ẑ|||pTn;K . 1 , E|||Ẑ ; Ẑε|||pTn;K . εκp .

The claim is trivial forn = 0, so we assume from now on that it holds for some
n ≥ 0. As a consequence of the definition ofF (n+1) and the fact that we only consider
admissible models, the action ofΓ̂xy on it is determined by the corresponding values
f̂x(τ ) for τ ∈ Alg(F (n)). Since furthermore the functionalŝfx are multiplicative and,
on elements of the formIkτ , we know from our definition of the canonical model and
of the renormalisation group that (8.28) holds, we concludefrom the finiteness of the
setF (n) and from Theorem 5.14 that there exists some powerk (possibly depending
onn) such that the deterministic bounds

‖Γ̂‖Tn+1;K . (1 + |||Ẑ|||Tn;K)k ,

‖Γ̂− Γ̂(ε)‖Tn+1;K . |||Ẑ; Ẑε|||Tn;K(1 + |||Ẑ|||Tn;K)k ,
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hold. We now writeF (n+1) = F (n+1)
− ∪ F (n+1)

+ , whereF (n+1)
− = F (n+1) ∩ F−,

while the second set contains the remainder. SettingT−
n+1 = 〈F (n+1)

− 〉, it follows from
Assumption 8.33 and (2.1) that∆T−

n+1 ⊂ T−
n+1 ⊗ 〈Alg(F (n))〉.

It thus follows from (10.4) and (10.2) that

E‖Π̂‖p
T−
n+1

;K
.

√

E(1 + ‖Γ‖Tn+1;K)
2p

∑

τ∈V

∑

n≥0

2n|s|−κpn .

Provided thatp is large enough so thatκp > |s|, which is something that we can
always assume without any loss of generality sincep was arbitrary, it follows that̂Π
does indeed satisfy the required bound onT−

n+1. Regarding the differencêΠ − Π̂(ε),
we obtain the corresponding bound in an identical manner. Inorder to conclude the
argument, it remains to obtain a similar bound on all ofTn+1. This however follows by
applying Proposition 3.31, proceeding inductively in increasing order of homogeneity.
Note that each element we treat in this was has strictly positive homogeneity since we
assume that only1 has homogeneity zero, andΠx1 = 1, so nothing needs to be done
there.

We assume from now on that we are in the setting of Theorem 10.7and there-
fore only need to obtain the convergence of(Π̂(ε)

x τ)(ϕ) to a limiting random variable
(Π̂xτ)(ϕ) with the required bounds when considering rescaled versions ofϕ. We also
assume that we are in a translation invariant situation in the sense thatRd acts ontoH
via a group of unitary operators{Sx}x∈Rd and there exists an element̺ε ∈ H such
that

ξε(x) = I1(Sx̺ε) ,

whereI1 is as in Section 10.1. As a consequence,E|(Π̂xτ)(ϕx)|2 is independent ofx,
so that we only need to consider the casex = 0.

Since the mapϕ 7→ (Π̂(ε)
x τ)(ϕ) is linear, one can find some functions (or possibly

distributions in general)̂W (ε;k)τ with

(Ŵ (ε;k)τ)(x) ∈ H⊗k , (10.5)

wherex ∈ Rd, and such that

(Π̂(ε)
0 τ)(ϕ) =

∑

k≤‖τ‖

Ik

(

∫

Rd
ϕ(y)(Ŵ (ε;k)τ)(y) dy

)

, (10.6)

whereIk is as in Section 10.1. The same is of course also true of the bare modelΠ(ε),
and we denote the corresponding functions byW (ε;k)τ .

Remark 10.9 RegardingΠ̂(ε)
x τ for x 6= 0, it is relatively straightforward to see that

one has the identity

(Π̂(ε)
x τ)(ϕx) =

∑

k≤‖τ‖

Ik

(

∫

Rd
ϕ(y)S⊗k

x (Ŵ (ε;k)τ)(y) dy
)

, (10.7)

which again implies that the law of these random variables isindependent ofx.

Remark 10.10 For everyx ∈ Rd, (Ŵ (ε;k)τ)(x) is a function onk copies ofD. We
will therefore also denote it by(Ŵ (ε;k)τ)(x; y1, . . . , yk). Note that the dimension ofx
is not necessarily the same as that of theyi. This is the case for example in (PAMg)
where the equation is formulated inR3 (on time dimension and two space dimensions),
while the driving noiseξ lives in the Wiener chaos over a subset ofR2.
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We then have the following preliminary result which shows that, in the kind of
situations we consider here, the convergence of the modelsẐε to some limiting model
Ẑ can often be reduced to the convergence of finitely many quiteexplicit kernels.

Proposition 10.11 In the situation just described, fix someτ ∈ F− and assume that
there exists someκ > 0 such that, for everyk ≤ ‖τ‖, there exist functionŝW (k)τ with
values inH⊗k and such that

|〈(Ŵ (k)τ)(z), (Ŵ (k)τ)(z̄)〉| ≤ C
∑

ζ

(‖z‖s + ‖z̄‖s)ζ‖z − z̄‖κ+2|τ |s−ζ
s ,

where the sum runs over finitely many valuesζ ∈ [0, 2|τ |s + κ). Here, we denoted by
〈·, ·〉 the scalar product inH⊗k.

Assume furthermore that there existsθ > 0 such that

|〈(δŴ (ε;k)τ)(z), (δŴ (ε;k)τ)(z̄)〉| ≤ Cε2θ
∑

ζ

(‖z‖s + ‖z̄‖s)ζ‖z − z̄‖κ+2|τ |s−ζ
s ,

(10.8)
where we have setδŴ (ε;k) = Ŵ (ε;k) −Ŵ (k), and where the sum is as above. Then, the
bounds (10.2) and (10.3) are satisfied forτ .

Proof. In view of (10.6) and (10.7) we define, for every smooth test functionψ and
everyx ∈ Rd the random variable(Π̂xτ)(ψ) by

(Π̂xτ)(ψ) =
∑

k≤‖τ‖

(Π̂(k)
x τ)(ψ) =

∑

k≤‖τ‖

Ik

(

∫

R3

ψ(z)S⊗k
x (Ŵ (k)τ)(z) dz

)

. (10.9)

We then have the bound

E|(Π̂(k)
x τ)(ψλx )|2 = E|(Π̂(k)

0 τ)(ψλ)|2 .
∥

∥

∥

∫

Rd
ψλ(z)(Ŵ (k)τ)(z) dz

∥

∥

∥

2

=

∫ ∫

ψλ(z)ψλ(z̄)〈(Ŵ (k)τ)(z), (Ŵ (k)τ)(z̄)〉 dz dz̄

. λ−2|s|
∑

ζ

∫

‖z‖s≤λ
‖z̄‖s≤λ

(‖z‖s + ‖z̄‖s)ζ‖z − z̄‖κ+2|τ |s−ζ
s dz dz̄

. λ−2|s|
∑

ζ

λζ+|s|

∫

‖z‖s≤2λ

‖z‖κ+2|τ |s−ζ
s dz

. λ−2|s|
∑

ζ

λζ+2|s|+κ+2|τ |s−ζ . λκ+2|τ |s .

A virtually identical calculation, but making use instead of the bound onδŴ (ε;k), also
yields the bound

E|(Π̂(ε)
x − Π̂xτ)(ψλx )|2 . ε2θλκ+2|τ |s ,

as claimed.

10.3 Functions with prescribed singularities

Before we turn to examples of SPDEs for which the corresponding sequence of canon-
ical models for the regularity structureTF can be successfully renormalised, we per-
form a few preliminary computations on the behaviour of smooth functions having a
singularity of prescribed strength at the origin.
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Definition 10.12 Let s be a scaling ofRd and letK : Rd \ {0} → R be a smooth
function. We say thatK is of orderζ if, for every multiindexk, there exists a constant
C such that the bound|DkK(x)| ≤ C‖x‖ζ−|k|s

s holds for everyx with ‖x‖s ≤ 1.
We furthermore write

|||K|||ζ;m def
= sup

|k|s≤m

sup
x∈Rd

‖x‖|k|s−ζs |DkK(x)| .

Remark 10.13 Note that this is purely an upper bound on the behaviour ofK near the
origin. In particular, ifK is of orderζ, then it is also of order̄ζ for everyζ̄ < ζ.

Lemma 10.14 Let K1 andK2 be two compactly supported functions of respective
ordersζ1 andζ2. ThenK1K2 is of orderζ = ζ1 + ζ2 and one has the bound

|||K1K2|||ζ;m ≤ C|||K1|||ζ1 ;m|||K2|||ζ2;m ,

whereC depends on the sizes of the supports of theKi.
If ζ1 ∧ ζ2 > −|s| and furthermorēζ

def
= ζ1 + ζ2 + |s| satisfies̄ζ < 0, thenK1 ∗K2

is of orderζ̄ and one has the bound

|||K1 ∗K2|||ζ̄;m ≤ C|||K1|||ζ1 ;m|||K2|||ζ2;m . (10.10)

In both of these bounds,m ∈ N is arbitrary. In general, ifζ̄ ∈ R+ \ N, thenK1 ∗K2

has derivatives of order|k|s < ζ̄ at the origin and the functionK given by

K(x) = (K1 ∗K2)(x) −
∑

|k|s<ζ̄

xk

k!
Dk(K1 ∗K2)(0) (10.11)

is of orderζ̄. Furthermore, one has the bound

|||K|||ζ̄;m ≤ C|||K1|||ζ1;m̄|||K2|||ζ2;m̄ , (10.12)

where we set̄m = m ∨ (⌊ζ̄⌋+ max{si}).

Proof. The claim about the productK1K2 is an immediate consequence of the gener-
alised Leibnitz rule, so we only need to boundK1 ∗ K2. We will first show that, for
everyx 6= 0 and every multiindexk such that̄ζ < |k|s, one does have the bound

|Dk(K1 ∗K2)(x)| . ‖x‖ζ̄−|k|s
s |||K1|||ζ1;|k|s |||K2|||ζ2;|k|s , (10.13)

as required. From such a bound, (10.10) follows immediately. To show that (10.12)
follows from (10.13), we note first thatDkK = Dk(K1 ∗ K2) for everyk such that
|k|s > ζ̄, so that it remains to show that it is possible to findsomenumbers which we
then callDk(K1∗K2)(0) such that ifK is defined by (10.11), then similar bounds hold
for DkK with |k|s < ζ̄.

For this, we define the set of multiindicesAζ̄ = {k : |k|s < ζ̄} and we fix a
decreasing enumerationAζ̄ = {k0, . . . , kM}, i.e. |km|s ≥ |kn|s wheneverm ≤ n. We
then start by settinḡK (0)(x) = (K1 ∗ K2)(x) and we build a sequence of functions
K̄ (n)(x) iteratively as follows. Assume that we have the bound|Dkn+eiK (n)(x)| .
‖x‖ζ̄−|kn|s−si

s for i ∈ {1, . . . , d}. (This is the case forn = 0 by (10.13).) Proceeding
as in the proof of Lemma 6.5 it then follows that one can find a real numberCn such
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that|DknK (n)(x)−Cn| . ‖x‖ζ̄−|kn|s
s . We then setK (n+1)(x) = K (n)(x)−Cn x

kn

kn!
. It

is then straightforward to verify that if we setK(x) = K (M)(x), it has all the required
properties.

It remains to show that (10.13) does indeed hold. For this, let ϕ : Rd be a smooth
function fromRd to [0, 1] such thatϕ(x) = 0 for ‖x‖s ≥ 1 andϕ(x) = 1 for ‖x‖s ≤ 1

2
.

For r > 0, we also setϕr(y) = ϕ(Srsy). SinceK is bilinear inK1 andK2, we can
assume without loss of generality that|||Ki|||ζi;|k|s = 1. With these notations at hand,
we can write

(K1 ∗K2)(x) =
∫

Rd
ϕr(y)K1(x− y)K2(y) dy +

∫

Rd
ϕr(x− y)K1(x− y)K2(y) dy

+

∫

Rd
(1− ϕr(y) − ϕr(x− y))K1(x− y)K2(y) dy

=

∫

Rd
ϕr(y)K1(x− y)K2(y) dy +

∫

Rd
ϕr(y)K1(y)K2(x− y) dy

+

∫

Rd
(1− ϕr(y) − ϕr(x− y))K1(x− y)K2(y) dy , (10.14)

so that, provided thatr ≤ ‖x‖s/2, say, one has the identity

Dk(K1 ∗K2)(x) =
∫

Rd
ϕr(y)DkK1(x− y)K2(y) dy

+

∫

Rd
ϕr(y)K1(y)DkK2(x− y) dy

+

∫

Rd
(1− ϕr(y) − ϕr(x− y))DkK1(x− y)K2(y) dy

−
∑

ℓ<k

k!

ℓ!(k − ℓ)!

∫

Rd
Dℓϕr(x− y)Dk−ℓK1(x− y)K2(y) dy .

It remains to bound these terms separately. For the first term, since the integrand is
supported in the set{y : ‖y‖s ≤ ‖x‖s/2} (thanks to our choice ofr), we can bound

|DkK1(x− y)| byC‖x‖ζ1−|k|s
s andK2(y) by ‖y‖ζ2s . Since, forζ > −|s|, one has the

easily verifiable bound
∫

‖y‖s≤r

‖y‖ζs dy . r|s|+ζ , (10.15)

it follows that the first term in (10.14) is bounded by a multiple of ‖x‖ζ̄−|k|s
s , as re-

quired. The same bound holds for the second term by symmetry.
For the third term, we use the fact that its integrand is supported in the set of points

y such that one has both‖y‖s ≥ ‖x‖s/4 and‖x − y‖s ≥ ‖x‖s/4. Since‖x− y‖s ≥
‖y‖s − ‖x‖s by the triangle inequality, one has

‖x− y‖s ≥ ε‖y‖s +
(1− ε

4
− ε

)

‖x‖s

for everyε ∈ [0, 1] so that, by choosingε small enough, one has‖x − y‖s ≥ C‖y‖s
for some constantC. We can therefore bound the third term by a multiple of

∫

C≥‖y‖s≥‖x‖s/4

‖y‖ζ1+ζ2−|k|s
s dy ∼ ‖x‖ζ̄−|k|s

s , (10.16)
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from which the requested bound follows again at once. (Here,the upper bound on
the domain of integration comes from the assumption that theKi are compactly sup-
ported.)

The last term is bounded in a similar way by using the scaling properties ofϕr and
the fact that we have chosenr = ‖x‖s/2.

In what follows, we will also encounter distributions that behave just as if they were
functions of orderζ, but withζ < −|s|. We have the following definition:

Definition 10.15 Let−|s|−1 < ζ ≤ −|s| and letK : Rd\{0} → R be a smooth func-
tion of orderζ, which is supported in a bounded set. We then define the renormalised
distributionRK corresponding toK by

(RK)(ψ) =
∫

Rd
K(x)(ψ(x) − ψ(0))dx ,

for every smooth compactly supported test functionψ.

The following result shows that these distributions behaveunder convolution in
pretty much the same way as their unrenormalised counterparts with ζ > −|s|.

Lemma 10.16 Let K1 andK2 be two compactly supported functions of respective
ordersζ1 and ζ2 with −|s| − 1 < ζ1 ≤ −|s| and−2|s| − ζ1 < ζ2 ≤ 0. Then, the
function(RK1) ∗K2 is of orderζ̄ = 0 ∧ (ζ1 + ζ2 + |s|) and the bound

|||(RK1) ∗K2|||ζ̄;m ≤ C|||K1|||ζ1;m|||K2|||ζ2 ;m̄ ,

holds for everym ≥ 1, where we have set̄m = m+ max{si}.

Proof. Similarly to before, we can write

Dk((RK1) ∗K2)(x) =
∫

Rd
ϕr(y)DkK1(x− y)K2(y) dy + (RK1)(ϕrD

kK2(x− ·))

+

∫

Rd
(1− ϕr(y) − ϕr(x− y))DkK1(x− y)K2(y) dy

−
∑

ℓ<k

k!

ℓ!(k − ℓ)!

∫

Rd
Dℓϕr(x− y)Dk−ℓK1(x− y)K2(y) dy .

Here, we used the fact that, when tested against test functions that vanish at the origin,
RK1 is again nothing but integration againstK1. All these terms are bounded exactly
as before, thus yielding the desired bounds, except for the second term. For this term,
we have the identity

(RK1)(ϕrDkK2(x− ·)) =
∫

Rd
K1(y)(ϕr(y)DkK2(x− y) −DkK2(x))dy

=

∫

Rd
K1(y)ϕr(y)(DkK2(x− y) −DkK2(x))dy

+DkK2(x)
∫

Rd
K1(y)(1− ϕr(y))dy . (10.17)

For the first term, we use the fact that the integrand is supported in the region{y :
‖y‖s ≤ ‖x‖s/2} (this is the case again by making the choicer = ‖x‖s/2 as in the
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proof of Lemma 10.14). As a consequence of the gradient theorem, we then obtain the
bound

|DkK2(x− y) −DkK2(x)| .
d

∑

i=1

|yi| ‖x‖ζ2−|k|s−si
s |||K2|||ζ2;k̄ ,

where we have set̄k = |k|s + max{si}. Observing that|yi| . ‖y‖si
s

, the required
bound then follows from (10.15). The second term in (10.17) can be bounded similarly
as in (10.16) by making use of the bounds onK1 andK2.

To conclude this section, we give another two useful resultsregarding the behaviour
of such kernels. First, we show how a class of natural regularisations of a kernel of
orderζ converges to it. We fix a function̺: Rd → R which is smooth, compactly
supported, and integrates to1, and we write as usual̺ε(y) = ε−|s|̺(Sε

s
y). Given a

functionK onRd, we then set
Kε

def
= K ∗ ̺ε .

We then have the following result:

Lemma 10.17 In the above setting, ifK is of orderζ ∈ (−|s|, 0), thenKε has bounded
derivatives of all orders. Furthermore, one has the bound

|DkKε(x)| ≤ C(‖x‖s + ε)
ζ−|k|s |||K|||ζ;|k|s . (10.18)

Finally, for all ζ̄ ∈ [ζ − 1, ζ), one has the bound

|||K −Kε|||ζ̄;m . εζ−ζ̄ |||K|||ζ;m̄ , (10.19)

wherem̄ = m+ max{si}.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that̺ is supported in the set{x : ‖x‖s ≤
1}. We first obtain the bounds onKε itself. For‖x‖s ≥ 2ε, we can write

DkKε(x) =
∫

Rd
DkK(x− y)̺ε(y) dy .

Since̺ε is supported in a ball of radiusε, it follows from the bound‖x‖s ≥ 2ε that
whenever the integrand is non-zero, one has‖x − y‖s ≥ ‖x‖s/2. We can therefore
boundDkK(x− y) by ‖x‖ζ−|k|s

s |||K|||ζ;|k|s , and the requested bound follows from the
fact that̺ε integrates to1.

For‖x‖s ≤ 2ε on the other hand, we use the fact that

DkKε(x) =
∫

Rd
K(y)Dk̺ε(x− y) dy .

Since‖x‖s ≤ 2ε, the integrand is supported in a ball of radius3ε. Furthermore,|Dk̺ε|
is bounded by a constant multiple ofε−|s|−|k|s there, so that we have the bound

|DkKε(x)| . ε−|s|−|k|s |||K|||ζ;0
∫

‖y‖s≤3ε

‖y‖ζ
s
dy ,

so that (10.18) follows.
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Regarding the bound onK −Kε, we write

DkK(x) −DkKε(x) =
∫

Rd
(DkK(x− y) −DkK(x))̺ε(y) dy .

For‖x‖s ≥ 2ε, we obtain as previously the bound

|DkK(x− y) −DkK(x)| . |||K|||ζ;k̄
d

∑

i=1

|yi| ‖x‖ζ−|k|s−si
s ,

where we set̄k = |k|s + max{si}. Integrating this bound against̺ε, we thus obtain

|DkK(x) −DkKε(x)| . |||K|||ζ;k̄
d

∑

i=1

εsi ‖x‖ζ−|k|s−si
s . εζ−ζ̄ |||K|||ζ;k̄‖x‖ζ̄−|k|s

s ,

where we used the fact thatsi ≥ 1 for everyi. For‖x‖s ≤ 2ε on the other hand, we
make use of the bound obtained in the first part, which impliesin particular that

|DkK(x) −DkKε(x)| . |||K|||ζ;|k|s‖x‖
ζ−|k|s
s . εζ−ζ̄ |||K|||ζ;|k|s‖x‖

ζ̄−|k|s
s ,

which is precisely the requested bound.

Finally, it will be useful to have a bound on the difference between the values of
a singular kernel, evaluated at two different locations. The relevant bound takes the
following form:

Lemma 10.18 LetK be of orderζ ≤ 0. Then, for everyα ∈ [0, 1], one has the bound

|K(z) −K(z̄)| . ‖z − z̄‖αs (‖z‖ζ−αs + ‖z̄‖ζ−αs )|||K|||ζ;m ,

wherem = supi si.

Proof. For α = 0, the bound is obvious, so we only need to show it forα = 1; the
other values then follow by interpolation.

If ‖z − z̄‖s ≥ ‖z‖s ∧ ‖z̄‖s, we use the “brutal” bound

|K(z) −K(z̄)| ≤ |K(z)|+ |K(z̄)| ≤ (‖z‖ζs + ‖z̄‖ζs)|||K|||ζ;m
≤ 2(‖z‖ζ

s
∧ ‖z̄‖ζ

s
)|||K|||ζ;m ≤ 2‖z − z̄‖(‖z‖ζ−1

s
∧ ‖z̄‖ζ−1

s
)|||K|||ζ;m

≤ 2‖z − z̄‖(‖z‖ζ−1
s + ‖z̄‖ζ−1

s )|||K|||ζ;m ,

which is precisely what is required.
To treat the case‖z − z̄‖s ≤ ‖z‖s ∧ ‖z̄‖s, we use the identity

K(z) −K(z̄) =
∫

γ

〈∇K(y), dy〉 , (10.20)

whereγ is any path connectinḡz to z. It is straightforward to verify that it is always
possible to findγ with the following properties:

1. The pathγ is made of finitely many line segments that are parallel to thecanoni-
cal basis vectors{ei}di=1.
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2. There existsc > 0 such that one has‖y‖s ≥ c(‖z‖s ∧ ‖z̄‖s) for everyy onγ.

3. There existsC > 0 such that the total (Euclidean) length of the line segments
parallel toei is bounded byC‖z − z̄‖si

s
.

Here, both constantsc andC can be chosen uniform inz andz̄. It now follows from
the definition of|||K|||ζ;m that one has

|∂iK(y)| ≤ |||K|||ζ;m ‖y‖ζ−si
s

.

It follows that the total contribution to (10.20) coming from the line segments parallel
to ei is bounded by a multiple of

|||K|||ζ;m‖z − z̄‖si
s
(‖z‖ζ−si

s
+ ‖z̄‖ζ−si

s
) ≤ |||K|||ζ;m‖z − z̄‖s(‖z‖ζ−1

s
+ ‖z̄‖ζ−1

s
) ,

where, in order to obtain the inequality, we have used the fact thatsi ≥ 1 and that we
are considering the regime‖z − z̄‖s ≤ ‖z‖s ∧ ‖z̄‖s.

10.4 Wick renormalisation and the continuous parabolic Anderson model

There is one situation in which it is possible to show withoutmuch effort that bounds
of the type (10.2) and (10.3) hold, which is whenτ = τ1τ2 and one has identity

(Π̂(ε)
z τ)(z̄) ≈ (Π̂(ε)

z τ1)(z̄) ⋄ (Π̂(ε)
z τ2)(z̄) ,

either as an exact identity or as an approximate identity with a “lower-order” error term,
where⋄ denotes the Wick product between elements of some fixed Wiener chaos. Re-
call that if f ∈ H⊗k andg ∈ H⊗ℓ, then the Wick product between the corresponding
random variables isdefinedby

Ik(f ) ⋄ Iℓ(g) = Ik+ℓ(f ⊗ g) .

In other words, the Wick product only keeps the “dominant” term in the product for-
mula (10.1) and discards all the other terms.

We have seen in Section 9.3 how to associate to (PAMg) a renormalisation group
R0 and how to interpret the solutions to the fixed point map associated to a renor-
malised model. In this section, we perform the final step, namely we show that ifξε
is a smooth approximation to our spatial white noiseξ andZε denotes the correspond-
ing canonical model, then one can indeed find a sequence of elementsMε ∈ R0 such
that one hasMεZε → Ẑ. Recalling that elements inR0 are characterised by a real
numberC and a2 × 2 matrix C̄, we show furthermore that it is possible to choose
the sequenceMε in such a way that the corresponding constantC is given by a loga-
rithmically diverging constantCε, while the corresponding2× 2 matrix C̄ is given by
C̄ij = − 1

2
Cεδij .

We are in the setting of Theorem 10.7 and Proposition 10.11 withH = L2(T2), and
where the action ofR3 ontoH is given by translation in the spatial directions. More
precisely, forz = (t, x) ∈ R × R2 andϕ ∈ H , one has

(Szϕ)(y) = ϕ(y − x) .

It turns out that in this case, writing as beforez = (t, x) and z̄ = (t̄, x̄), the random
variables(Π̂(ε)

z τ)(z̄) are not only independent oft, but they are also independent oft̄.
So we really view our model as a model onR2 endowed with the Euclidean scaling,
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rather than onR3 endowed with the parabolic scaling. The corresponding integral
kernelK̄ is obtained fromK by simply integrating out the temporal variable.

Since the temporal integral of the heat kernel yields the Green’s function of the
Laplacian, we can choosēK in such a way that

K̄(x) = − 1

2π
log‖x‖ , (10.21)

for values ofx in some sufficiently small neighbourhood of the origin. Outside of that
neighbourhood, we choosēK as before in such a way that it is smooth, compactly
supported, and such that

∫

R2 xkK̄(x) dx = 0, for every multiindexk with |k| ≤ r for
some fixed and sufficiently large value ofr. These properties can always be ensured
by a suitable choice for the original space-time kernelK. In particular,K̄ is of orderζ
for everyζ < 0 in the sense of Definition 10.12.

Recall now that we defineξε by ξε = ̺ε ∗ ξ, where̺ is a smooth compactly
supported function integrating to1 and̺ε denotes the rescaled function as usual. From
now on, we consider everything inT2, so that̺ : R2 → R. With this definition, we then
have the following result, which is the last missing step forthe proof of Theorem 1.11.

Theorem 10.19Denote byT the regularity structure associated to (PAMg) withα ∈
(− 4

3
,−1) and β = 2. Let furthermoreMε be a sequence of elements inR0 and

define the renormalised model̂Zε = MεZε. Then, there exists a limiting model̂Z
independent of the choice of mollifier̺, as well as a choice ofMε ∈ R0 such that
Ẑε → Ẑ in probability. More precisely, for anyθ < −1 − α, any compact setK, and
anyγ < r, one has the bound

E|||MεZε; Ẑ|||γ;K . εθ ,

uniformly overε ∈ (0, 1].
Furthermore, it is possible to renormalise the model in sucha way that the family

of all solutions to (PAMg) with respect to the modelẐ formally satisfies the chain rule.

Remark 10.20 Note that we do not need to require that the mollifier̺ be symmetric,
although a non-symmetric choice might require a renormalisation sequenceMε which
does not satisfy the identitȳCij = − 1

2
Cδij .

Proof. As already seen in Section 9.1, the only elements in the regularity structure
associated to (PAMg) that have negative homogeneity are

{Ξ, XiΞ, I(Ξ)Ξ, Ii(Ξ)Ij(Ξ)} .

By Theorem 10.7, we thus only need to identify the random variables(Πxτ)(ψ) and
to obtain the bounds (10.2) and (10.3) for elementsτ in the above set. Forτ = Ξ, it
follows as in the proof of Proposition 9.5 that

E|(Π̂(ε)
x Ξ)(ϕλx)|2 . λ−2 , E|(Π̂(ε)

x Ξ− Π̂xΞ)(ϕλx)|2 . ε2θλ−2−2θ ,

provided thatθ < 1
2
, which is precisely the required bound. Forτ = XiΞ, the re-

quired bound follows immediately from the corresponding bound forτ = Ξ, so it only
remains to considerτ = I(Ξ)Ξ andτ = Ii(Ξ)Ij(Ξ).

We start withτ = I(Ξ)Ξ, in which case we aim to show that

E|(Π̂(ε)
x τ)(ϕ

λ
x)|2 . λ−κ , E|(Π̂(ε)

x τ − Π̂xτ)(ϕλx)|2 . ε2θλ−κ−2θ . (10.22)
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For this value ofτ , one has the identity

(Π̂(ε)
x τ)(y) = ξε(y)

∫

(K̄(y − z) − K̄(x− z))ξε(z) dz − C(ε) ,

whereC(ε) is the constant appearing in the characterisation ofMε ∈ R0. Note now
that

Eξε(y)ξε(z) =
∫

R2

̺ε(y − x)̺ε(z − x) dx
def
= ̺⋆2ε (y − z) ,

and define the kernel̄Kε by

K̄ε(y) =
∫

̺ε(y − z)K̄(z) dz .

With this notation, provided that we make the choiceC(ε) = 〈̺ε, K̄ε〉, we have the
identity

(Π̂(ε)
x τ)(y) =

∫

(K̄(y− z)− K̄(x− z))(ξε(z)⋄ ξε(y)) dz−
∫

̺⋆2ε (y− z)K̄(x− z) dz .

In the notation of Proposition 10.11, we thus have

(Ŵ (ε;0)τ)(y) = K̄ε(y) ,

(Ŵ (ε;2)τ)(y; z1, z2) = ̺ε(z2 − y)(K̄ε(y − z1) − K̄ε(−z1)) .

This suggests that one should define theL2-valued distributions

(Ŵ (0)τ)(y) = K̄(y) ,

(Ŵ (2)τ)(y; z1, z2) = δ(z2 − y)(K̄(y − z1) − K̄(−z1)) ,
(10.23)

and use them to define the limiting random variables(Π̂(k)
x τ)(ψ) via (10.9).

A simple calculation then shows that, for any two pointsy andȳ in R2, one has

〈(Ŵ (ε;2)τ)(y), (Ŵ (ε;2)τ)(ȳ)〉

= ̺⋆2ε (y − ȳ)
∫

(K̄ε(y − z) − K̄ε(−z))(K̄ε(ȳ − z) − K̄ε(−z))dz

def
= ̺⋆2ε (y − ȳ)Wε(y, ȳ) . (10.24)

Writing Qε(y)
def
=

∫

K̄(y − z)Kε(−z) dz and using furthermore the shorthand notation

Q̂ε(y)
def
= Qε(y) −Qε(0) − 〈y,∇Qε(0)〉 , (10.25)

we obtain
Wε(y, ȳ) = Q̂ε(y − ȳ) − Q̂ε(y) − Q̂ε(−ȳ) .

As a consequence of Lemmas 10.14 and 10.17, we obtain for anyδ > 0 the bound
|Q̂ε(z)| . ‖z‖2−δ uniformly overε ∈ (0, 1]. This then immediately implies that

|Wε(y, ȳ)| . ‖y‖2−δ + ‖ȳ‖2−δ ,

uniformly overε ∈ (0, 1].
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It follows immediately from these bounds that
∣

∣

∣

∫

〈(Ŵ (ε;2)τ)(y), (Ŵ (ε;2)τ)(ȳ)〉ψλ(y)ψλ(ȳ) dy dȳ
∣

∣

∣
. λ−δ ,

uniformly overε ∈ (0, 1]. In the same way, it is straightforward to obtain an analogous
bound onŴ (2)τ , so it remains to find similar bounds on the quantity

(δΠ̂(ε;2)
x τ)(ψλ)

def
= (Π̂(ε;2)

x τ)(ψλ) − (Π̂(2)
x τ)(ψ

λ) .

Writing δŴ (ε;2)τ = Ŵ (ε;2)τ − Ŵ (2)τ , we can decompose this as

(δŴ (ε;2)τ)(y; z1, z2) = (δ(z2 − y) − ̺ε(z2 − y))(K̄(y − z1) − K̄(−z1))
+ ̺ε(z2 − y)(δK̄ε(y − z1) − δK̄ε(−z1))

def
= (δŴ (ε;2)

1 τ)(y; z1, z2) + (δŴ (ε;2)
2 τ)(y; z1, z2) .

where we have setδK̄ε = K̄ − K̄ε. Accordingly, at the level of the corresponding
random variables, we can write

δΠ̂(ε;2)
x τ = δΠ̂(ε;2)

x;1 τ + δΠ̂(ε;2)
x;2 τ ,

and it suffices to bound each of these separately. RegardingδΠ̂(ε;2)
x;2 τ , it is straightfor-

ward to bound it exactly as above, but making use of Lemma 10.17 in order to bound
δK̄ε. The result of this calculation is that the second bound in (10.22) does indeed hold
for δΠ̂(ε;2)

x;2 , for everyθ < 1
2

andκ > 0, uniformly overε, λ ∈ (0, 1].

Let us then turn toδΠ̂(ε;2)
x;1 τ . It follows from the definitions that one has the identity

〈(δŴ (ε;2)
0;1 τ)(y),(δŴ (ε;2)

0;1 τ)(ȳ)〉
= (δ(y − ȳ) − ̺ε(ȳ − y) − ̺ε(y − ȳ) + ̺⋆2ε (y − ȳ))W (y, ȳ) .

At this stage, we note that we can decompose this as a sum of9 terms of the form

(δ(y − ȳ) − ˜̺ε(y − ȳ))Q̂(x) , (10.26)

where ˜̺ε is one of̺⋆2ε , ̺ε, or ̺ε(−·), x is one ofy, ȳ andy − ȳ, andQ̂ is defined
analogously to (10.25). Let us consider the casex = y. One then has the identity

∫

(˜̺ε(y − ȳ) − δ(y − ȳ))Q̂(y)ψλ(y)ψλ(ȳ) dy dȳ (10.27)

=

∫

˜̺ε(h)Q̂(y)ψλ(y)(ψλ(y − h) − ψλ(y))dy dh .

Since the integrand vanishes as soon as‖h‖ & ε, we have the bound|ψλ(y − h) −
ψλ(y)| . λ−3ε. Combining this with the bound on̂Q obtained previously, this imme-
diately yields for any such term the boundελ−1−δ, provided thatε ≤ λ. However, a
bound proportional toλ−δ can be obtained by simply bounding each term in (10.27)
separately, so that for everyθ < 1

2
, one has again a bound of the typeε2θλ−2θ−κ,

uniformly over allε, λ ∈ (0, 1].
The casex = ȳ is analogous by symmetry, so it remains to consider the case

x = y − ȳ. In this case however, (10.27) reduces to
∫

̺ε(y − ȳ)Q̂(y − ȳ)ψλ(y)ψλ(ȳ) dy dȳ ,
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which is even bounded byε2−δλ−2, so that the requested bound follows again. This
concludes our treatment of the component in the second Wiener chaos forτ = I(Ξ)Ξ.

Regarding the term̂W (ε;0)τ in the0th Wiener chaos, it follows immediately from
Lemma 10.17 that, for anyδ > 0, one has the uniform bound

∣

∣

∣

∫

〈(Ŵ (ε;0)τ)(y), (Ŵ (ε;0)τ)(ȳ)〉ψλ(y)ψλ(ȳ) dy dȳ
∣

∣

∣
. λ−δ ,

as required. For the differenceδŴ (ε;0)τ , we obtain immediately from Lemma 10.17
that, for anyκ < 1 andδ > 0, one has indeed the bound

∣

∣

∣

∫

〈(Ŵ (ε;0)τ)(y), (Ŵ (ε;0)τ)(ȳ)〉ψλ(y)ψλ(ȳ) dy dȳ
∣

∣

∣
. εκ−δλ−κ ,

uniformly overε, λ ∈ (0, 1]. This time, the corresponding bound on the difference
betweenŴ (ε;0)τ andŴ (0)τ is an immediate consequence of Lemma 10.17.

We now turn to the caseτ = Ii(Ξ)Ij(Ξ). This is actually the easier case, noting
that one has the identity

(Π̂(ε)
x τ)(y) =

∫

∂iK̄(y − z)ξε(z) dz
∫

∂jK̄(y − z)ξε(z) dz − C̄(ε)
ij ,

independently ofx. If we now chooseC̄(ε)
ij = 〈∂iK̄ε, ∂jK̄ε〉, one has similarly to

before the identity

(Π̂(ε)
x τ)(y) =

∫

∂iK̄(y − z1)∂jK̄(y − z2)(ξε(z1) ⋄ ξε(z2))dz1 dz2 ,

so that in this case(Π̂(ε)
x τ)(y) belongs to the homogeneous chaos of order2 with

(Ŵ (ε;2)τ)(y; z1, z2) = ∂iK̄ε(y − z1) ∂iK̄ε(y − z2) .

It then follows at once from Lemma 10.17 that the required bounds (10.2) and (10.3)
do hold in this case as well.

Let us recapitulate what we have shown so far. If we choose therenormalisation
mapMε associated toC(ε) = 〈̺ε, K̄ε〉 and C̄(ε)

ij = 〈∂iK̄ε, ∂jK̄ε〉, which certainly

does depend on the choice of mollifier̺, then the renormalised model̂Zε converges
in probability to a limiting model̂Z that is independent of̺. However, this is not the
only possible choice forMε: we could just as well have added toC(ε) andC̄(ε)

ij some
constants independent ofε and̺ (or converging to such a limit asε → 0) and we
would have obtained a different limiting modelẐ, so that we do in principle obtain a
4-parameter family of possible limiting models.

We now lift some of this indeterminacy by imposing that the limiting model yields
a family of solutions to (PAMg) which obeys the usual chain rule. As we have seen in
(1.5), this is the case if we obtain̂Z as a limit of renormalised models wherēCij =
− 1

2
Cδij , thus yielding a one-parameter family of models. Since we already know that

with the choices mentioned above the limiting model is independent of̺ , it suffices to
find some̺ such that the constantsEij defined by

Eij = − lim
ε→0

(

C̄(ε)
ij +

1

2
C(ε)δij

)

, (10.28)
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are finite. If we then define the modelZ̃ by Z̃ = MEẐ, whereME denotes the action
of the element ofR0 determined byC = 0 andC̄ij = Eij , then the model̃Z leads to
a solution theory for (PAMg) that does obey the chain rule.

It turns out that in order to show that the limits (10.28) exist and are finite, it is
convenient to choose a mollifier̺ which has sufficiently many symmetries so that

̺(x1, x2) = ̺(x2, x1) = ̺(x1,−x2) = ̺(−x1, x2) , (10.29)

for all x ∈ R2. (For example, choosing a̺that is radially symmetric will do.) Indeed,
by the symmetry of the singularity of̄K given by (10.21), it follows in this case that

∂1K̄ε(x1, x2) = −∂1K̄ε(−x1, x2) = ∂1K̄ε(x1,−x2) ,

for x in some sufficiently small neighbourhood of the origin, and similarly for ∂2K̄ε.
As a consequence, the function∂1K̄ε ∂2K̄ε integrates to0 in any sufficiently small
symmetric neighbourhood of the origin. It follows at once that in this case, one has

lim
ε→0

C(ε)
12 =

∫

‖x‖≥δ

∂1K̄(x) ∂2K̄(x) dx , (10.30)

which is indeed finite (and independent ofδ > 0, provided that it is sufficiently small)
since the integrand is a smooth function.

It remains to treat the on-diagonal elements. For this, notethat one has
∫

((∂1K̄ε(x))2 + (∂2K̄ε(x))2) dx = −
∫

K̄ε(x)∆K̄ε(x) dx .

It follows from (10.21) that, as a distribution, one has the identity∆K̄ = δ0+R̄, where
R̄ is a smooth function. As a consequence, we obtain the identity

〈∂1K̄ε, ∂1K̄ε〉+ 〈∂2K̄ε, ∂2K̄ε〉 = −〈K̄ε, ̺ε〉+
∫

K̄ε(x) (̺ε ∗ R̄)(x) dx ,

so that

lim
ε→0

(〈∂1K̄ε, ∂1K̄ε〉+ 〈∂2K̄ε, ∂2K̄ε〉+ 〈K̄ε, ̺ε〉) = 〈K̄, R̄〉 . (10.31)

On the other hand, writing (x1, x2)⊥ = (x2, x1), it follows from (10.21) and the sym-
metries of̺ that K̄ε(x⊥) = K̄ε(x) for all values ofx in a sufficiently small neigh-
bourhood of the origin, so that (∂1K̄ε)2 − (∂2K̄ε)2 integrates to0 there. It follows
that

lim
ε→0

(〈∂1K̄ε, ∂1K̄ε〉 − 〈∂2K̄ε, ∂2K̄ε〉) =
∫

‖x‖≥δ

((∂1K̄(x))2 − (∂2K̄(x))2) dx .

Combining this with (10.31) and (10.30), it immediately follows that the right hand side
of (10.28) does indeed converge to a finite limit. Furthermore, since the singularity is
avoided in all of the above expressions, the convergence rate is of orderε.

Remark 10.21 The valueC(ε) can be computed very easily. Indeed, forε small
enough, one has the identity

C(ε) =

∫

̺⋆2ε (z)K̄(z) dz = − 1

2π

∫

̺⋆2ε (z) log‖z‖ dz

= − 1

π
logε− 1

2π

∫

̺⋆2(z) log‖z‖ dz ,
(10.32)
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which shows that only the finite part ofC(ε) actually depends on the choice of̺. Since
this expression does not depend explicitly onK either, it also shows that in this case
there is a unique canonical choice of renormalised modelẐ. This is unlike in case of
the dynamicalΦ4

3 model where no such canonical choice exists.

10.5 The dynamicalΦ4
3 model

We now finally turn to the analysis of the renormalisation procedure for (Φ4) in dimen-
sion 3. The setting is very similar to the previous section, but this time we work in
full space-time, so that the ambient space isR4, endowed with the parabolic scaling
s = (2, 1, 1, 1). Our starting point is the canonical model built fromξε = ̺ε ∗ ξ, where
ξ denotes space-time white noise onR×T3 and̺ε is a parabolically rescaled mollifier
similarly to before.

We are then again in the setting of Theorem 10.7 and Proposition 10.11 but with
H = L2(R × T3). This time, the kernelK used for building the canonical model is
obtained by excising the singularity from the heat kernel, so we can choose it in such a
way that

K(t, x) =
1t>0

(4πt)
3
2

exp
(

−‖x‖2
4t

)

,

for (t, x) sufficiently close to the origin. Again, we extend this to all of R4 in a way
which is compactly supported and smooth away from the origin, and such that it anni-
hilates all polynomials up to some degreer > 2. The following convergence result is
the last missing ingredient for the proof of Theorem 1.16.

Theorem 10.22Let TF be the regularity structure associated to the dynamicalΦ4
3

model forβ = 2 and someα ∈ (− 18
7
,− 5

2
), letξε as above, and letZε be the associated

canonical model, where the kernelK is as above. Then, there exists a random modelẐ
independent of the choice of mollifier̺ and elementsMε ∈ R0 such thatMεZε → Ẑ
in probability.

More precisely, for anyθ < − 5
2
− α, any compact setK, and anyγ < r, one has

the bound
E|||MεZε; Ẑ|||γ;K . εθ ,

uniformly overε ∈ (0, 1].

Proof. Again, we are in the setting of Theorem 10.7, so we only need toshow that the
suitably renormalised model converges for those elementsτ ∈ FF with non-positive
homogeneity. It can be verified that in the case of the dynamical Φ4

3 model, these
elements are given by

F− = {Ξ,Ψ,Ψ2,Ψ3,Ψ2Xi, I(Ψ3)Ψ, I(Ψ2)Ψ2, I(Ψ3)Ψ2} .

Regardingτ = Ξ, the claim follows exactly as in the proof of Theorem 10.19. Regard-
ing τ = Ψ = I(Ξ), the relevant bound follows at once from Proposition 10.11and
Lemma 10.17, noting that(Π̂(ε)

z Ψ)(z̄) = (Π(ε)
z Ψ)(z̄) belongs to the first Wiener chaos

with
(Ŵ (ε;1)Ψ)(z, z̄) = Kε(z̄ − z) ,

where we have set similarly to beforeKε = ̺ε ∗K. This is because|Ψ|s < 0, so that
the second term appearing in (5.12) vanishes in this case. Inparticular,(Π̂(ε)

z Ψ)(z̄) is
independent ofz, so we also denote this random variable by(Π̂(ε)Ψ)(z̄). Here, we used
the fact that bothK andKε are of order−3.
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The casesτ = Ψ2 andτ = Ψ3 then follow very easily. Indeed, denote byC(ε)
1 and

C(ε)
2 the two constants characterising the elementMε ∈ R0 used to renormalise our

model. Then, provided that we make the choice

C(ε)
1 =

∫

R4

(Kε(z))2 dz , (10.33)

we do have the identities

(Π̂(ε)Ψ2)(z) = (Π̂(ε)Ψ)(z) ⋄ (Π̂(ε)Ψ)(z) , (Π̂(ε)Ψ3)(z) = (Π̂(ε)Ψ)(z)⋄3 .

As a consequence,(Π̂(ε)Ψk)(z) belongs to thekth homogeneous Wiener chaos and one
has

(Ŵ (ε;k)Ψk)(z, z̄1, . . . , z̄k) = Kε(z̄1 − z) · · ·Kε(z̄k − z) , (10.34)

for k ∈ {2, 3} so that the relevant bounds follow again from Proposition 10.11 and
Lemma 10.17. Regardingτ = Ψ2Xi, the corresponding bound follows again at once
from those forτ = Ψ2.

In order to treat the remaining terms, it will be convenient to introduce the following
graphical notation, which associates a function to a graph with two types of edges. The
first type of edge, drawn as , represents a factorK, while the second type of edge,
drawn as , represents a factorKε. Each vertex of the graph denotes a variable in
R4, and the kernel is always evaluated at the difference between the variable that the
arrow points from and the one that it points to. For example,z1 z2 is a shorthand
for K(z1 − z2). Finally, we use the convention that if a vertex is drawn in grey, then
the corresponding variable is integrated out. As an example, the identity (10.34) with
k = 3 and the identity (10.33) translate into

(Ŵ (ε;3)Ψ3)(z) =
z

, C(ε)
1 = . (10.35)

Here, we made a slight abuse of notation, since the second picture actually defines a
function of one variable, but this function is constant by translation invariance. With
this graphical notation, Lemma 10.3 has a very natural graphical interpretation as fol-
lows. The functionf is given by a graph withℓ unlabelled black vertices and similarly
for g with m of them. Then, the contribution ofIℓ(f )Im(g) in the (ℓ + m − 2r)th
Wiener chaos is obtained by summing over all possible ways ofcontractingr vertices
of f with r vertices ofg.

We now treat the caseτ = I(Ψ3)Ψ. Combining the comment we just made on the
interpretation of Lemma 10.3 with (9.4b) and the definition (10.35) ofC(ε)

1 , we then
have

(Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z) =
z

−
z0

,

while the contribution to the second Wiener chaos is given by

(Ŵ (ε;2)τ)(z) = 3

(

z
−

z0

)

def
= 3 (Ŵ (ε;2)

1 τ − Ŵ (ε;2)
2 τ) . (10.36)

The reason why no contractions appear between the top vertices is that, thanks to the
definition of C(ε)

1 in (10.35), these have been taken care of by our renormalisation
procedure.
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We first treat the quantitŷW (ε;4)τ . The obvious guess is that, in a suitable sense,
one has the convergencêW (ε;4)τ → Ŵ (4)τ , where

(Ŵ (4)τ)(z) =
z

−
z0
.

In order to apply Proposition 10.11, we first need to obtain uniform bounds on the
quantity〈(Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z), (Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z̄)〉. This can be obtained in a way similar to what
we did for boundingŴ (ε;2)I(Ξ)Ξ in Theorem 10.19. Defining kernelsQ(3)

ε andPε by

Q(3)
ε (z − z̄) = z z̄ , Pε(z − z̄) = z z̄ ,

we have the identity

〈(Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z), (Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z̄)〉 = Pε(z − z̄) δ(2)Q(3)
ε (z, z̄) ,

where, for any functionQ of two variables, we have set

δ(2)Q(z, z̄) = Q(z, z̄) −Q(z, 0) −Q(0, z̄) +Q(0, 0) .

(Here, we have also identified a function of one variable witha function of two variables
by Q(z, z̄) ↔ Q(z − z̄).) It follows again from a combination of Lemmas 10.14 and
10.17 that, for everyδ > 0, one has the bounds

|Q(3)
ε (z) −Q(3)

ε (0)| . ‖z‖1−δs , |Pε(z)| . ‖z‖−1
s .

Here, in the first term, we used the notationz = (t, x) and we write∇x for the spatial
gradient. As a consequence, we have the desireda priori bounds forŴ (ε;4)τ , namely

|〈(Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z), (Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z̄)〉| . ‖z − z̄‖−1
s (‖z − z̄‖1−δs + ‖z‖1−δs + ‖z̄‖1−δs ) ,

which is valid for everyδ > 0.
To obtain the required bounds onδŴ (ε;4)τ , we proceed in a similar manner. For

completeness, we provide some details for this term. Once suitable a priori bounds
are established, all subsequent terms of the typeδŴ (...)τ can be bounded in a similar
manner, so we will no longer treat them in detail. Let us introduce a third kind of arrow,
denoted by , which represents the kernelK −Kε. With this notation, one has the
identity

(δŴ (ε;4)τ)(z) =

(

z
−

z0

)

+

(

z
−

z0

)

+

(

z
−

z0

)

+

(

z
−

z0

)

def
=

4
∑

i=1

(δŴ (ε;4)
i τ)(z) .

It thus remains to show that each of the four terms(δŴ (ε;4)
i τ)(z) satisfies a bound of

the type (10.8). Note now that each term is of exactly the sameform as(Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z),
except that some of the factorsKε are replaced by a factorK and exactly one factorKε
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is replaced by a factor (K − Kε). Proceeding as above, but making use of the bound
(10.19), we then obtain for eachi the bound

|〈(δŴ (ε;4)
i τ)(z),(δŴ (ε;4)

i τ)(z̄)〉|
. ε2θ‖z − z̄‖−1

s (‖z − z̄‖1−2θ−κ
s + ‖z‖1−2θ−κ

s + ‖z̄‖1−2θ−κ
s ) ,

which is valid uniformly overε ∈ (0, 1], provided thatθ < 1 and thatκ > 0. Here, we
made use of (10.19) and the fact that each of these terms always contains exactly two
factors (K −Kε).

We now turn toŴ (ε;2)τ , which we decompose according to (10.36). For the first
term, it follows from Lemmas 10.14 and 10.17 that we have the bound

|〈(Ŵ (ε;2)
1 τ)(z), (Ŵ (ε;2)

1 τ)(z̄)〉| =
∣

∣

∣

∣

z z̄

∣

∣

∣

∣

. ‖z − z̄‖−δ
s

,

valid for everyδ > 0. (Recall that bothK andKε are of order−3, with norms uniform
in ε.) In order to boundŴ (ε;2)

2 τ , we introduce the notationz α z̄ as a shorthand for
‖z − z̄‖αs 1‖z−z̄‖s≤C for an unspecified constantC. (Such an expression will always
appear as a bound and means that there exists a choice ofC for which the bound holds
true.) We will also make use of the inequalities

‖z‖−α
s

‖z̄‖−β
s

. ‖z‖−α−β
s

+ ‖z̄‖−α−β
s

, (10.37a)

‖z‖−α
s

‖z̄‖−α
s

. ‖z − z̄‖−α
s

(‖z‖−α
s

+ ‖z̄‖−α
s

) , (10.37b)

which are valid for everyz, z̄ in R4 and any two exponentsα, β > 0. The first bound
is just a reformulation of Young’s inequality. The second bound follows immediately
from the fact that‖z‖s ∨ ‖z̄‖s ≥ 1

2
‖z − z̄‖s.

With these bounds at hand, we obtain for everyδ ∈ (0, 1) the bound

|〈(Ŵ (ε;2)
2 τ)(z), (Ŵ (ε;2)

2 τ)(z̄)〉| .
∣

∣

∣

∣

3

1

3

3

3

3

3

1

0

z z̄

0
∣

∣

∣

∣

(10.38)

. ‖z‖−δs (G(z) +G(z̄) +G(z − z̄) +G(0)) ,

where the functionG is given by

G(z − z̄) = δ 4

3

3

3

3

4z z̄ .

Here, in order to go from the first to the second line in (10.38), we used (10.37b) with
α = δ, followed by (10.37a). As a consequence of Lemma 10.14, the functionG
is bounded, so that the required bound follows from (10.38).Defining as previously
Ŵ (2)
i τ like Ŵ (ε;2)

i τ but with each instance ofKε replaced byK, one then also obtains
as before the bound

|〈(δŴ (ε;2)
i τ)(z), (δŴ (ε;2)

i τ)(z̄)〉| . ε2θ(‖z‖−2θ−κ
s

+ ‖z̄‖−2θ−κ
s

+ ‖z̄ − z‖−2θ−κ
s

) ,

which is exactly what we require.
We now turn to the caseτ = I(Ψ2)Ψ2. Denoting byψε the random function

ψε(z) = (K ∗ ξε)(z) = (Kε ∗ ξ)(z), one has the identity

(Π̂0τ)(z) = ((K ∗ ψ⋄2
ε )(z) − (K ∗ ψ⋄2

ε )(0)) · (ψε(z) ⋄ ψε(z))− C(ε)
2 . (10.39)
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RegardingŴ (ε;4)τ , we therefore obtain similarly to before the identity

(Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z) =
z

−
z0

.

Similarly to above, we then have the identity

〈(Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z), (Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z̄)〉 = P 2
ε (z − z̄) δ(2)Q(2)

ε (z, z̄) ,

wherePε is as above andQ(2)
ε is defined by

Q(2)
ε (z − z̄) = z z̄ .

This time, it follows from Lemmas 10.14 and 10.17 that

|Q(2)
ε (z) −Q(2)

ε (0) − 〈x,∇xQ
(2)
ε (0)〉| . ‖z‖2−δ

s
,

for arbitrarily smallδ > 0 and otherwise the same notations as above. Combining this
with the bound already obtained forPε immediately yields the bound

|〈(Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z), (Ŵ (ε;4)τ)(z̄)〉| . ‖z − z̄‖−δ
s

,

as required. Again, the corresponding bound onδŴ (ε;4) then follows in exactly the
same fashion as before.

RegardingŴ (ε;2)τ , it follows from Lemma 10.3 and (10.39) that one has the iden-
tity

(Ŵ (ε;2)τ)(z) = 4

(

z
−

0 z

)

.

We then obtain somewhat similarly to above

〈(Ŵ (ε;2)τ)(z), (Ŵ (ε;2)τ)(z̄)〉 = Pε(z − z̄) δ(2)Qεz,z̄(z, z̄) ,

where we have set

Qεz,z̄(a, b) = a

z

b

z̄

.

At this stage, we make use of Lemma 10.18. Combining it with Lemma 10.14, this
immediately yields, for anyα ∈ [0, 1], the bound

|δ(2)Qεz,z̄(z, z̄)| . ‖z‖α
s
‖z̄‖α

s
(G(z, z̄) +G(z, 0) +G(0, z̄) +G(0, 0)) ,

where this time the functionG is given by

G(a, b) =
1

3 α

1

1

3 α

z

a b

z̄
.

As a consequence of Lemma 10.14, we see thatG is bounded as soon asα < 1
2
, which

yields the required bound. The corresponding bound onδŴ (ε;2)τ is obtained as usual.
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Still consideringτ = I(Ψ2)Ψ2, we now turn toŴ (ε;0)τ , the component in the0th
Wiener chaos. From the expression (10.39) and the definitionof the Wick product, we
deduce that

(Ŵ (ε;0)τ)(z) = − 0 z − C(ε)
2 . (10.40)

At this stage, it becomes clear why we need the second renormalisation constantC(ε)
2 :

the first term in this expression diverges asε→ 0 and needs to be cancelled out. (Here,
we omitted the labelz for the first term since it doesn’t depend on it by translation
invariance.) This suggests the choice

C(ε)
2 = , (10.41)

which then reduces (10.40) to

−(Ŵ (ε;0)τ)(z) = 0 z . (10.42)

This expression is straightforward to deal with, and it follows immediately from Lem-
mas 10.14 and 10.17 that we have the bound|(Ŵ (ε;0)τ)(z)| . ‖z‖−δ

s
for every expo-

nentδ > 0.
This time, we postulate that̂W (0)τ is given by (10.42) with every occurrence ofKε

replaced byK. The corresponding bound onδŴ (ε;0)τ is then again obtained as above.
This concludes our treatment of the termτ = I(Ψ2)Ψ2.

We now turn to the last element with negative homogeneity, which isτ = I(Ψ3)Ψ2.
This is treated in a way which is very similar to the previous term; in particular one
has an identity similar to (10.39), but withψ⋄2

ε replaced byψ⋄3
ε andC(ε)

2 replaced by
3C(ε)

2 ψε(z). One verifies that one has the identity

〈(Ŵ (ε;5)τ)(z), (Ŵ (ε;5)τ)(z̄)〉 = P 2
ε (z − z̄) δ(2)Q(3)

ε (z, z̄) ,

where bothPε andQ(3)
ε were defined earlier. The relevant bounds then follow at once

from the previously obtained bounds.
The component in the third Wiener chaos is also very similar to what was obtained

previously. Indeed, one has the identity

(Ŵ (ε;3)τ)(z) = 6

(

z
−

0 z

)

,

so that
〈(Ŵ (ε;3)τ)(z), (Ŵ (ε;3)τ)(z̄)〉 = Pε(z − z̄) δ(2)Q̃εz,z̄(z, z̄) ,

where we have set

Q̃εz,z̄(a, b) = a

z

b

z̄

.

This time however, we simply use (10.37a) in conjunction with Lemmas 10.14 and
10.17 to obtain the bound

|Q̃εz,z̄(a, b)| . ‖z − z̄‖−δs + ‖z − b‖−δs + ‖a− z̄‖−δs + ‖b− a‖−δs .
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The required a priori bound then follows at once, and the corresponding bounds on
δŴ (ε;3)τ are obtained as usual.

It remains to bound the component in the first Wiener chaos. For this, one verifies
the identity

(Ŵ (ε;1)τ)(z) = 3

(

z
− C(ε)

2

z

)

−
0

z

def
= 3 (Ŵ (ε;1)

1 τ)(z) − (Ŵ (ε;1)
2 τ)(z) .

Recalling that we choseC(ε)
2 as in (10.41), we see that

(Ŵ (ε;1)
1 τ)(z; z̄) = ((RLε) ∗Kε)(z̄ − z) ,

where the kernelLε is given byLε(z) = P 2
ε (z)K(z). It follows from Lemma 10.16

that, for everyδ > 0, the bound

|〈(Ŵ (ε;1)
1 τ)(z), (Ŵ (ε;1)

1 τ)(z̄)〉| . ‖z − z̄‖−1−δ
s

,

holds uniformly forε ∈ (0, 1] as required. RegardinĝW (ε;1)
2 τ , we can again apply the

bounds (10.37) to obtain

|〈(Ŵ (ε;1)
2 τ)(z), (Ŵ (ε;1)

2 τ)(z̄)〉| . ‖z‖−
1
2
−δ

s ‖z̄‖−
1
2
−δ

s ,

as required. RegardinĝW (1)τ , we define it as

Ŵ (1)τ = Ŵ (1)
1 τ + Ŵ (1)

2 τ ,

whereŴ (1)
2 τ is defined likeŴ (1)

2 τ , but withKε replaced byK, and where

(Ŵ (1)
1 τ)(z; z̄) = ((RL) ∗K)(z̄ − z) .

Again,δŴ (1)τ can be bounded in a manner similar to before, thus concludingthe proof.

Remark 10.23 It is possible to show thatC(ε)
1 ∼ ε−1 andC(ε)

2 ∼ logε, but the precise
values of these constants do not really matter here. See [Fel74, FO76] for an expression
for these constants in a slightly different context.

Appendix A A generalised Taylor formula

Classically, Taylor’s formula for functions onRd is obtained by applying the one-
dimensional formula to the function obtained by evaluatingthe original function on
a line connecting the start and endpoints. This however doesnot yield the “right” for-
mula if one is interested in obtaining the correct scaling behaviour when applying it
to functions with inhomogeneous scalings. In this section,we provide a version of
Taylor’s formula with a remainder term having the correct scaling behaviour for any
non-trivial scalings of Rd. Although it is hard to believe that this formula isn’t known
(see [Bon09] for some formulae that have a very similar flavour) it seems difficult to
find it in the literature in the form stated here. Furthermore, it is of course very easy to
prove, so we provide a complete proof.
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In order to formulate our result, we introduce the followingkernels onR:

µℓ(x, dy) = 1[0,x](y)
(x− y)ℓ−1

(ℓ− 1)!
dy , µ⋆(x, dy) = δ0(dy) .

For ℓ = 0, we extend this in a natural way by settingµ0(x, dy) = δx(dy). With these
notations at hand, any multiindexk ∈ Nd gives rise to a kernelQk onRd by

Qk(x, dy) =
d
∏

i=1

µki (xi, dyi) , (A.1)

where we define

µki (z, ·) =
{

µki (z, ·) if i ≤ m(k),
zki

ki!
µ⋆(z, ·) otherwise,

where we defined the quantity

m(k) = min{j : kj 6= 0} .

Note that, in any case, one has the identityµki (z,R) = zki

ki!
, so that

Qk(x,Rd) =
xk

k!
.

Recall furthermore thatNd is endowed with a natural partial order by saying that
k ≤ ℓ if ki ≤ ℓi for every i ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Given k ∈ Nd, we use the shorthand
k< = {ℓ 6= k : ℓ ≤ k}.

Proposition A.1 LetA ⊂ Nd be such thatk ∈ A ⇒ k< ⊂ A and define∂A = {k 6∈
A : k − em(k) ∈ A}. Then, the identity

f (x) =
∑

k∈A

Dkf (0)
k!

xk +
∑

k∈∂A

∫

Rd
Dkf (y)Qk(x, dy) , (A.2)

holds for every smooth functionf onRd.

Proof. The caseA = {0} is straightforward to verify “by hand”. Note then that, for
every setA as in the statement, one can find a sequence{An} of sets such as in the
statement withAa = {0},A|A| = A, andAn+1 = An ∪ {kn} for somekn ∈ ∂An. It
is therefore sufficient to show that if (A.2) holds for some set A, then it also holds for
Ā = A ∪ {ℓ} for anyℓ ∈ ∂A.

Assume from now on that (A.2) holds for someA and we choose someℓ ∈ ∂A.
Inserting the first-order Taylor expansion (i.e. (A.2) withA = {0}) into the term in-
volvingDℓf and using (A.1), we then obtain the identity

f (x) =
∑

k∈Ā

Dkf (0)
k!

xk +
∑

k∈∂A\{ℓ}

∫

Rd
Dkf (y)Qk(x, dy)

+

d
∑

i=1

∫

Rd
Dℓ+eif (y) (Qei ⋆Qℓ)(x, dy) .
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It is straightforward to check that one has the identities

µm ⋆ µn = µm+n , (µ⋆ ⋆ µn)(x, ·) =
xn

n!
µ⋆ , µ⋆ ⋆ µ⋆ = µ⋆ , µn ⋆ µ⋆ = 0 ,

valid for everym,n ≥ 0. As a consequence, it follows from the definition ofQk that
one has the identity

Qei ⋆Qℓ =

{

Qℓ+ei if i ≤ m(ℓ),
0 otherwise.

The claim now follows from the fact that, by definition,∂Ā is precisely given by (∂A \
{ℓ}) ∪ {ℓ+ ei : i ≤ m(ℓ)}.
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