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WELL-POSEDNESS AND HOMOGENIZATION OF STOCHASTIC
HAMILTON-JACOBI EQUATIONS

BENJAMIN SEEGER

ABSTRACT. In this paper we consider a class of stochastic Hamilton-Jacobi equations with spa-
tial dependence. We prove that these equations admit unique solutions, and we show that the
solution operator is continuous with respect to the path. We then consider the same equations
with oscillatory spatial dependence, and prove that the solutions converge locally uniformly to the
solution of a stochastic Hamilton-Jacobi equation with a spatially homogenous Hamiltonian. This
homogenization result is stronger than one appearing in a previous work by the author, in which
the arbitrary continuous path is replaced by a family of smooth approximations to the path.

1. INTRODUCTION

For € > 0, we consider the stochastic Hamilton-Jacobi equation

1.1
(L.1) u€ = ug on R% x {0},

{aluE = H(Du¢,z/e) odW in R? x (0,00)

where the Hamiltonian H, the initial condition uy € BUC(R™), and the continuous real-valued path
W are given. The space BUC(R™) denotes the space of bounded, uniformly continuous functions
on R".

If W is regular enough, the symbol odW is interpreted as %W(t), which is continuous if W is
C', or is in L' if W is of bounded variation. In either case, the solution u¢ is defined in the usual
viscosity sense. However, in the most general case, we would like to consider less regular paths. The
main example is when W is a sample path of a stochastic process, for example a Brownian motion,
in which case the symbol o should be thought of as the Stratonovich differential. In this case W
is nowhere differentiable, and in fact has infinite variation on every time interval. Throughout the
paper, we simply assume that W is an arbitrary continuous path (recall that Brownian paths are
almost surely a-Holder continuous for a < %)

The theory of equations like (ILT]) was developed by Lions and Souganidis in the papers [10], [11],
[12], and [13], and is discussed in more detail in the forthcoming book [14]. Proving well-posedness
for these equations is a challenge particularly when the Hamiltonian has spatial dependence, as in
(LI). The first results required strong regularity assumptions on H, and were restricted to Holder
continuous paths W with a certain range of Holder exponents. Recently Friz, Gassiat, Lions, and
Souganidis in [6] introduced a larger class of spatially-dependent Hamiltonians for which unique
solutions could be defined, without restricting the class of continuous paths W. In a future work
[9] of Lions and Souganidis, an even more general well-posedness result is given for equation (LTI).

This paper has two goals: to establish well-posedness for equation (I]), and to show that its
solutions homogenize as € — 0.
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1.1. Well-posedness. We generalize the result in [6], imitating the method in [9], to establish
well-posedness for equation (ILI]). The specific assumptions we require on H are listed in the next
section, specifically subsection 2.1l The main assumptions are that H = H(p,z) is convex and
coercive in the p-variable, where the coercivity is superlinear but at most polynomial. To simplify
many of the arguments, we also assume that H is positively homogenous in the p variable for some
exponent ¢’ > 1, i.e.
H(tp,y) =t H(p,y)

for all t > 0 and (p,y) € R? x R?. Here, ¢ is the convex dual exponent of some other exponent
q € (1,00), so that % + % =1.

The definition of Lions-Souganidis stochastic viscosity solutions relies on the existence of smooth-
in-z solutions of the equation

(12) d® = H(D®,z/e)odW in R™ x (tg — h,to + h)
' d =9 on R™ x {to}

for each tg > 0 and for sufficiently small h > 0 and sufficiently smooth ¢. When ¢’ > 2, the
Hamiltonians we consider are C2, and this along with the coercivity of H makes it possible find a
sufficiently small & > 0 and a solution ® of (2] such that ®(-, ) € CZ(R™) for all t € (ty—h, to+h),
whenever ¢ € CZ(R™) (i.e., ® has bounded first and second derivatives in z). This solution is
constructed using the method of characteristics; indeed, the classical method of characteristics
yields a smooth solution of

U -
(1.3) U = H(DU,z/e) inR™ x (—7,7)
U=¢ on R™ x {0}
for small enough 7 > 0, and then because U is smooth, the function
(1.4) O(z,t) =U(x, W, — Wy,)

solves ([L2]) if h > 0 is such that
sup |Wy — Wy | <.
[t—to|<h
This is because we consider the Stratonovich differential odW, for which the chain rule (and there-
fore stability under limits) holds. When W is an arbitrary continuous path, formula (I.4]) can be
seen as the definition of smooth-in-z solutions of (L2]).

When ¢’ < 2, the second derivative D2H has a singularity at p = 0, and therefore (L3) and (L2)
may not have short time, smooth-in-x solutions unless more restrictions are placed on the initial
condition ¢, for instance if |D¢| is uniformly bounded away from 0, or if Dp(xg) = 0 only if D¢
vanishes of high enough order at xg.

Solutions of (L)) are then defined as in [10] with the definition below. As in the classical viscosity
case (see [4]), the definition is given in terms of sub and supersolutions, which are allowed to be
discontinuous. In particular, we introduce the spaces LSC(R"™) and USC(R") of lower and upper
semicontinuous functions on R"™, respectively.

Definition 1. We say u¢ € USC(R"™) (resp. LSC(R")) is a subsolution (resp. supersolution) of
(L) whenever the following holds: for any ¥ € C'*((0,0)) and any smooth-in-z solution ® of (L2)
in R™ x (to — h,to + h), if

ug(x7 t) - (I)($’ t) - ¢(t)

attains a maximum (resp. minimum) at (zg, tg), then
¥ (to) <0 (resp. ¥'(tg) =0) .
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A function is a solution of (I.IJ) if it is both a subsolution and a supersolution.
We then have the following theorem:

Theorem 1.1. Assume that H satisfies the assumptions in subsection [21] of Section[d. Then for
every ug € BUC(R?) and € > 0, there exists a unique function u¢ such that u¢ € BUC(R? x [0,T])
for each T'> 0 and u€ is a stochastic viscosity solution of (L1l in the sense of Definition [1l.

Moreover, for every pair ué, u% e BUC(R?), there exists a function

2 : [0,00) — [0,0)

Pul u?
satisfying

lim Pupaz(s) =0

and such that for all W', W2 e C([0,0),R) and for all ¢ > 0, the following holds: if u* and u® are
the unique stochastic viscosity solutions of (LIl) with initial conditions u(l] and u% and with paths
W1 and W2, respectively, then for all T > 0,

sup_[ul (2,) v (a,0)| < sup () — ()]
(z,t)eR4x[0,T] e
(1.5)
Pt ( sup [W)! = W7 — (W (0) W2<0>>!> -
te[0,T]

Inequality (L)) implies that the solution operator for equation (II]) is continuous in the variable
W e C([0,0)).

As we show in the proof of Theorem [L.I}, py, 4, can be explicitly identified. For a modulus of
continuity w : [0,00) — [0,0) (i.e., w is nondecreasing and satisfies w(0+) = 0) and for A > 0,
define

- _ q—1,4q
O(w,\) = max (w(r) — oA 1r?)

where ¢ and ¢y are as in (2.5]). Observe that
lim O(w,\) =0.

A—+400

Then if wy, v, is the maximum of the moduli of continuity for ug and vg, we can take

1
Pug,vo (s) =0 <wuo7v0’ ;) .

For example, if ug and vy are both Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant L, so that wy v, (r) = Lr,
then

Puo,vo (S) =Cs

for some constant C' = C(L) > 0.

The uniqueness of solutions of (LLI]) is established with the comparison principle. The proof
of comparison, as well as the proof of the extension estimate (L5l), involves doubling the space
variable: for a subsolution u and a supersolution v of (LIl), we define the function

Z(.Z', Y, t) = u(x, t) - U(:y? t)
which is a subsolution of the doubled equation

(1.6) dz = (H(Dgyz,x) — H(—Dyz,y)) o dW.
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Previous proofs imitated the strategy from classical viscosity theory of estimating

(L.7) sup  (u(z,t) —o(y,t) — (\/2)|z — y[*)

(z,y)eREx R4
as A — oo. If H(p,z) = H(p) is independent of x, then Ly(z,y) := (\/2)|z — y|? is a smooth
solution of

(1.8) H(D;Ly,z) = H(—DyLy,y),

and so the definition of stochastic viscosity solution can easily be applied to show that the difference
(53) is nondecreasing in t. However, when H depends on the spatial variable, Ly is only an
approximate solution of (L.8]), and we must consider solutions of (L@) with initial condition L.
Such solutions are smooth in space only on a small interval of time, and so strong regularity
assumptions must be made on H and W to ensure that this interval is long enough to establish
comparison.

The idea of [6] and [9] is to replace the penalized distance function (\/2)|z — y|? with a distance
function L) that is more suited to the Hamiltonian H. This distance function is motivated by
representation formulas for solutions of Hamilton-Jacobi equations with convex Hamiltonians, and
is defined in Section [B] where we show that it is an exact solution to equation (L.8]), provided Ly is
differentiable at the point (x,y). This is not always the case, which is a key difficulty in the proof
of Theorem [L1]

An argument similar to the proof of the comparison principle then yields estimate (LEI). From
the work of Lions and Souganidis, Definition [l is consistent with the classical notion of viscosity
solution as in [4] whenever the path W is smooth. In particular, if {W"},>; is a family of smooth
paths converging locally uniformly to W as n — o0, and if u™ is the classical viscosity solution
of (ILI)) with the path W™, then (LI]) implies that {u"},>1 is a locally uniform Cauchy sequence.
Since Definition [ is stable under local uniform limits of the paths and of the solutions, it follows
that the whole sequence u™ converges to the unique solution of (L.I]).

1.2. Homogenization. We consider the behavior of the solutions u€ of (ILI]) as € — 0. If H satisfies
certain structural conditions in the spatial variable, such as periodicity or stationary ergodicity,
than one expects that u¢ converges locally uniformly to the solution u of a spatially homogenous
equation

(1.9)

du = H(Du) odW in R x (0,0)
u = ug on R4 x {0}

for some function H : R? — R, and this is indeed the case.

To state the result, which is quantitative, let p : [0,00) — [0,00) be the modulus of continuity
for the continuous path W on [0,T], and let w : [0,00) — [0,00) be the inverse of the increasing
function sp(s). In other words, w(sp(s)) = s = w(s)p(w(s)) for all s > 0.

Theorem 1.2. In addition to the assumptions in subsection [2.1], assume the initial condition ug
lies in COY(R?), and assume either (Z8al) or 28L). Then for all T > 1, there exists a constant
C > 0 depending only on |Dug|., and T such that for all 0 < e < 1, the following hold:

(1) In the periodic case (2.8al),

(/3
sup |uf(2,t) — ula, )] < Clpow)(e?) = C

R4 x[0,T] W(El/g).
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(2) In the stationary ergodic case (2.8D]),

sup |u(x,t) — u(x, )] < Cp(e”?)
Brx[0,T)

where the exponent B € (0,1) is as in (2.80).

As an example of more explicit rates, suppose W is a-Hoélder continuous. Then in the periodic

case,
sup lu(z,t) — u(x,t)] < C’eﬁ,

(,£)eRe x [0,T]

while in the stationary ergodic case,
sup [u(z,t) — u(z,t)] < Ce%
(2,6)eBr x[0,T]

Thus, if W is a Brownian path, and therefore is a-Hélder continuous for every o < 1/2, homog-
enization occurs with an algebraic rate approaching % in the periodic case and approaching g in
the stationary ergodic case. We do not claim that any of these rates are sharp, especially since the
existing quantitative homogenization results are not known to be sharp.

The main difficulty in obtaining even qualitative homogenization results is the presence of the
continuous path W. To understand this difficulty, consider for simplicity the periodic case. In
this context, the effective Hamiltonian H is generally identified by considering the so-called “cell
problem.” For equation (1], this means we formally consider, for each p € R%, the equation

(1.10) H(Dyv +p,y) o dW = XodW.

If there exists a unique constant A for which (ILT0) admits periodic solutions v, called “correctors”,
we then define H(p) := A. Unfortunately, the problem (I.I0) has no meaning for an arbitrary path
w.

To make the study of (I.I0) tractable, we regularize the path W to obtain a path W7 that is
monotone on only finitely many intervals. We then consider the classical viscosity solution u“" of
the equation

&N _ €M I n d
(1.11) {ut H(Du®", x/e)W" in R* x (0, 00)

u® = ug on R% x {0}.
The solution u©" can be obtained from solutions of either
U = H(DU,x/e)
or
U= —H(DU,z/e)
via local changes in time, depending on the sign of W". The problematic cell problem (LI0) then
reduces to the two cell problems

(1.12) H(Dyvy +p,y) = A+
and
(1.13) — H(Dyv— +p,y) = A_.

These equations may only have solutions defined in the viscosity sense, and are therefore sensitive
to multiplication by —1. Indeed, it is not necessarily true that we can find a common corrector
v = vy = v_ unless this corrector is smooth, which is not always the case. Therefore, it may not
be true that A\_ = —),.
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However, when H is convex, as we assume in this paper, then the effective Hamiltonian H has
an alternative variational derivation, from which it is possible to see that A\_ = —\,, although it
still is not always true that the same corrector solves both cell problems. As explained in [15], the
corresponding problems (LI2) and (LI3) in the stationary ergodic setting, where they are known
as the “macroscopic problem”, do not always admit appropriate solutions v, i.e. solutions that
grow strictly sublinearly at infinity. However, it will still be the case that the effective Hamiltonian
only changes by multiplication by —1 whenever W changes direction. For more on these facts, see
the discussion in [I7].

Therefore, for fixed n and as ¢ — 0, u®" converges locally uniformly to the solution of the
equation

(1.14) {U" — H(DT)W" i RY x (0,00)

'l = ug on R x {0}.
Of course, we need to balance the effect of homogenization as € — 0 with the process of obtaining

solutions of (L)) and (L9) as n — 0. To do so, we write the difference u® — u as the sum of the
differences

(1.15) u€ —u®",
(1.16) u®" — 7",
and

(1.17) ' — u.

We can use known homogenization error estimates, on successive intervals of time on which W7
is monotone, to obtain an error estimate for (I.I6]). However, this error estimate depends on the
number of intervals on which W7 is monotone, since each time W" changes direction, we need to
consider a different macroscopic problem (LI2]) or (LI3)). The number of times that W changes
direction may increase to infinity as n — 0.

Therefore, the next step is to obtain error estimates for (ILI5]) and (II7)) that are independent of
e > 0. Since equations (L.9) and (I.I14]) are independent of € > 0, this is possible for the difference
(LI7) using estimates from [11]. We have already used this strategy in [17], in which we combine
estimates for both (ILI6) and (II7) to prove that u®" converges to u as € and 7 converge to 0, as
long as the rate at which W" converges to W is controlled.

What remains is to estimate (L.I5]) independently of e. This estimate is exactly given by (L) in
Theorem [T Combining the three estimates and optimizing over 1 > 0 gives the homogenization
result.

1.3. Outline of paper. This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we state the exact
assumptions on the Hamiltonian H. In Section Bl we introduce the distance function L(z,y)
associated to the Hamiltonian H and discuss its properties. In Section dl we give a proof of the
well-posedness result Theorem [Tl and present an equicontinuity result for the solutions u€. Finally,
in Section [Bl we give a proof of Theorem

2. ASSUMPTIONS

In this section, we list the assumptions that we make on the Hamiltonian H. For the sake of
organization, we specify which assumptions are used mainly for Theorem [[.T] and which are used
mainly for Theorem However, throughout all sections of this paper, we assume that all of the
following assumptions are in force.



WELL-POSEDNESS AND HOMOGENIZATION OF STOCHASTIC HAMILTON-JACOBI EQUATIONS 7

2.1. Assumptions for Theorem [I.1l As stated in the Introduction, we always assume that H

is convex in the gradient variable. This will allow us to use a known representation formula for

solutions of Hamilton-Jacobi equations with convex Hamiltonians. This formula, stated in Section

Bl is given in terms of the convex dual of H, which is defined using the Legendre transform by
H*(p,x) :=sup (p-z— H(z,2)).

2€R4
We will actually assume slightly more than convexity, namely that
(2.1) p— H*(p,y) is locally uniformly convex on R%\{0} x R%.

The local uniform convexity simplifies the variational methods used below in defining the distance
function.
We also assume that

(2.2) H* € C}(BR\By g x R?) for all R > 0,

(2.3) p+— H*(p,y) is positively g-homogenous for some ¢ > 1,
and

(2.4) H*(p,y) > 0 for all y € R? and p # 0.

Observe that the homogeneity assumption (23]) implies that the derivatives of H* are also positively
homogenous of degree g—i, where i is the number of derivatives taken in p. Meanwhile, the positivity
assumption (2.4) along with the homogeneity means that H* is coercive. This coercivity implies
that

D,H*(p,y) = 0 if and only if p = 0,
since otherwise D,H* would be zero along a ray extending from the origin, contradicting the
coercivity of H*. Finally, the local uniform convexity implies that

DI%H*(p,y) > 0 for all y € R? and p # 0.

We summarize the above observations with the following list of growth estimates on H* and its
derivatives. For some constants 0 < ¢y < Cy and C' > 0, the following hold for all (p,y) € R x R%:

colp|? < H*(p,y) < Colpl*

colpl?™" < |DpH*(p,y)| < Colp|™
colp|?™? 1d < DH*(p,y) < Colp|? > 1d
|DyH*(p,y)| < C|p|?

D2, H* (p,y)| < Clpl™"

|DZH*(p,y)| < Clp|f.

Here Id denotes the d-by-d identity matrix.

Note that when 1 < ¢ < 2, H* is not twice-differentiable at p = 0, while if ¢ > 2, H* fails to
be uniformly convex at p = 0. Notice also that (23] implies that H is positively homogenous of
degree ¢', where

<
<

’ q
= e (1,00
i (1,0)
is the dual exponent of ¢. Also, since H* is locally uniformly convex away from p = 0, it follows
by the implicit function theorem that, for each p # 0 and y € R?, the equation

b= DpH*(Zay)
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is uniquely solvable for some z(p,y) € RN\{0}, and the map (p,y) — z(p,y) is in C1(RN{0},R%).
Since (H*)* = H, this means that
H(p,y) = sup (p-z = H*(z,9)) = p- z(p,y) — H* (2(p,y), ).

zeR4

Therefore z(p,y) = DpH (p,y); in other words,
H(p,y) = p- DpH(p,y) — H*(DpH (p,y), y),
and the same holds with H* and H interchanged. Note also that
DyH(p,y) = =Dy H*(DpH(p,y),v),

also with H and H* interchanged. Finally, observe that these formulas are also satisfied at p = 0
by the homogeneity of H and H*. Since ¢ and ¢’ are strictly larger than 1, H and H* are both
differentiable at p = 0 with D,H*(0,y) = D,H(0,y) = 0 for all y, although one or the other may
not be twice-differentiable at p = 0. In any case, we conclude that, making ¢y smaller and Cy and
C larger if necessary, that H € C?(R%\{0},R?) and the bounds in (Z35) hold with H replacing H*
and the exponent ¢’ replacing q.

An example of a Hamiltonian which satisfies the above properties is the generalized eikonal
Hamiltonian

Hip.x) = §<a<w>p,p>q’/2,

where a € C’g (RY) is a symmetric, positive-definite matrix, in which case
1, _
H*(p7$) = 5<(1 1(x)p7p>q/2‘

In the case ¢ = ¢’ = 2, H* defines a Riemannian metric on R¢, and the distance function defined
below is in fact the Riemannian energy on the manifold RY with metric g(x) := a~!(x). This is
the case treated in [6], so that our work is a generalization of theirs. In fact, our estimate (L3 is
actually an improvement of the corresponding estimate in [6], since we do not require a restriction
on the size of HVV1 — W2HOO in the statement of Theorem [Tl

2.2. Assumptions for Theorem To obtain the homogenization result, we will need the spa-
tial environment (in other words, the spatial dependence of H) to have certain structural properties.
We consider only the periodic and the stationary ergodic cases.

In the periodic setting, we assume that

(2.6) y — H(p,y) is Z%periodic for each p.

Periodic homogenization of Hamilton-Jacobi equations was first discussed in the unpublished paper
of Lions, Papanicolaou, and Varadhan in [8]. Their work is also discussed and expanded upon in
Evans [5], where a new method for obtaining convergence is considered, known as the “perturbed
test function method.” To obtain these results, the only other assumption on H that is needed
besides continuity is coercivity.

The stationary ergodic setting is more complicated to formulate. In this setting, the Hamiltonian
belongs to the probability space © of functions H € C(R? x R%) satisfying the various growth
assumptions in the previous subsection. The o-algebra F is generated by maps

H — H(p,y) for (p,y) e R x R”.
We then take a probability measure P on (€2, F) that satisfies the following two properties:
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(1) P is stationary; i.e. for the translation operator

T.H :={(p,y) = H(p,y + 2)},

we have
(2.7a) P =PoT, for all ze RY.
(2) P is ergodic; i.e., for all A€ F,
(2.7b) T.A = A for all z € R implies P[A] = 1 or P[A] = 0.

The first qualitative results for Hamilton-Jacobi equations in the stationary-ergodic setting were
obtained independently by Souganidis in [I9] and Rezakhanlou and Tarver in [16]. Armstrong and
Souganidis later obtained homogenization results in [2] by studying the so-called “metric problem”,
which is better suited to obtaining quantitative homogenization rates. Due to the probabilistic
setting, these results are usually formulated in an almost-sure sense; in other words, homogenization
occurs for P-almost every Hamiltonian H in 2. The common assumption in all these results is that
H is convex (or at least level-set convex).

Still more assumptions in either setting are needed to obtain explicit homogenization error es-
timates. Rather than listing these assumptions, which can be quite complicated, especially in the
stationary-ergodic setting, we simply assume H is the type of Hamiltonian for which homogeniza-
tion is known to occur with a certain rate.

We define four semigroup solution operators as follows. For ¢t > 0, S§ and S¢ are defined by

S<(t) : BUC(RY) — BUC(R?)
6> SL(H) = UL (1)
where Uf solves the respective equations
(US)y = £H(DUS ,z/e) in R x (0, 00)
UL =¢ on RY x {0},
and, for some function H : R* - R, S, and S_ are defined by
S.(t) : BUC(RY) — BUC(R?)
¢ — Si(t)p = Us(-1)
where U solves the respective equations
(Us)y = £H(DU4) in R? x (0, 00)
Ui = gb on Rd X {0}
The assumption we make is as follows: there exists a function H satisfying the bounds of the

previous subsection and there exists a constant C'(L) increasing in L such that for all ¢ € C%!(R9),
7>0,and 0 <e <1,

(2.8a) sup  [|SL(D)e(x) — S+ (t)p(x)] < C(|Dg].,) (1+7)e'/?
(z,t)eR? x [0,7]

in the periodic case; or, for some universal exponent 5 > 0,

(2.8b) sup  [SS(H)e(@) — S+ (t)(@)] < C (|1 Do) (1 +7)e”.
(z,t)eBr x[0,7]

in the stationary ergodic case.
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In the periodic case, (2.8al) is automatically satisfied, since besides coercivity, the only extra

assumption needed is a local Lipschitz bounds on H. The proof uses a quantitative version of

the perturbed test function method to obtain the algebraic rate of %, and is given in [3] for the

time-independent equation
u® + H(Duf,z,z/¢) = 0 on R%.
A standard adaptation of the argument leads to the time dependent result (2.8al).

In the stationary-ergodic setting, the algebraic rate (2.8D]) is obtained in [I] by quantifying the
results of [2], with the precise value of the exponent § depending on the various assumptions on H.
In this case, more complicated assumptions are needed. The most important of these is that the
probability measure P satisfy a unit range of dependence. More precisely, for an open set U  RY,
let the o-algebra F(U) c F be generated by maps

H — H(p,y) for (p,y) e RY x U.

The assumption is that whenever the Euclidean distance d(U, V') for open sets U and V is greater
than 1, the o-algebras F(U) and F (V') are independent. This assumption is usually strictly stronger
than the ergodicity requirement (2.70]). A full list of assumptions that ensure (2.8h]) for some 8 > 0
can be found in [1J.

3. THE DISTANCE FUNCTION

The distance function has a variational form in terms of the convex dual H*. First, for z,y € R,
we define the class of admissible paths by

Ale,y) = {7 e W (0,1 BY) | 70 = 2, 31 =y

We define ¢ = {(x,y) € A(x,y) by
ls =2+ s(y—z),
the straight line between x and y, and note that

Az, y) = Wy ([0,1],R?) + £(z, ),

. 1,00
an affine translation of Wy ™.
The distance function associated to the Hamiltonian H (-, -/€) is then defined by

! gl
(3.1) s =t { [ 1 (<50 2) dslve A
0
We remark that L¢(x,y) = L¢(x,y,1), where

t
Eapt) =it { [ 7 (<4, 22) ds |7 e Ao
0 €

and
A,y 1) = {7 e W([0,8, RY) |30 = 2, % =y}

Then from known control formulas for Hamilton-Jacobi equations, L€ is a viscosity solution of the
equations

féite + H(Dxiﬁ,x/g) =0 inR%x (07 oo)

L(y,y,0) =0
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and
%L+ H(=DyL,y/e) = 0 in R? x (0,00)
(3.3) Lé(x,y, 0) = 400 ifx#y
i)e(a;,a:,O) =0.
Because we assume H™ is positively g-homogenous, we actually have
Te _ Le(x7 y)
L <x7y7t) - #1771,

which leads to the following corollary.
Lemma 3.1. L€ is a viscosity solution of the equations
—(q—1)L*+ H(D,L,z/e) =0
and
—(q—1)L°+ H(—D,L*, y/e) = 0.
In particular, whenever LS is differentiable at (x,y), the equality
H(D L, z/e) = H(—=DyL*, y/e)
18 satisfied in the classical sense.

We next prove that L¢(z,y) is comparable to |x — y|? independently of e. This is a consequence
of the coercivity estimate on H* given in the first line of (2.5]).

Lemma 3.2. For all (z,y) € R? x R? and all € > 0,
colz —y|? < Lz, y) < Colz —y|*.
Proof. By setting v = £, the straight-line path between x and y, we obtain
1 [e—
Lﬁ(x,y) <J H* <$ -, w> ds
€

0
< Cylz — y|”.

On the other hand, for any v € A(z,y),

1 y 1
f H* <—"y8,—8) ds > cof 5|7 ds
0 € 0

1 q
f Vs ds
0

= colz —y|%,

= Co

by Jensen’s inequality

so taking the infimum over A(z,y) gives the lower bound. O

Throughout the rest of the section, we prove various regularity estimates for L€ that are used in
the proof of Theorem [[LTl These estimates may or may not depend on €, but the exact dependence
is not important for what follows. Therefore, for simplicity, for the rest of this section we take
€ = 1 and write

L(z,y) == L'(z,y).
Before proving regularity estimates, we show that the infimum in (3.1]) is actually attained, and
that the speed of the minimizer is comparable to the Euclidean distance between x and y.
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Lemma 3.3. There exists v € A(x,y) such that

1
L<x7y) = J;) H*<_;Y57’Ys) ds.

Furthermore, v satisfies the pointwise bound
1+q' 2+q
&y q 2 |9 Co q
— T — < < | — T —=
(2)  l-sr< i< (2) -y
for almost every s € [0,1].

Proof. Let 4™ € A(z,y) be a sequence of paths such that

1
. 1
| By ds < Lia) +
0

From Lemma and the lower bound on H*, this means that

1
o | Bards < Cla =yl +
It follows that
("} = W (0,11, RY) + ¢
is a bounded sequence, and therefore weakly precompact. Upon taking a subsequence (which we

relabel as 4™ to avoid notational complexity), it follows that there exists v € VVO1 9([0,1],RY) + ¢
such that

n

v

weakly in W14, By Morrey’s inequality,
1
{7y = o™ (0,11, RY)

is bounded, so that upon taking a further subsequence,

-y
uniformly.

We now write

1 1
j H (=7, ds=j H* (—, ) ds
0 0
1 1
+ j H*(_ﬁ/gvlys) ds — J H*(—%,%) ds
0 0

1 1
# | ) ds - | H(-2) ds
0 0
The map
1
TI = f() H*(_ﬁsyfys) dS

is convex because of the convexity of H*, and therefore W 4-weakly lower-semicontinuous. In other
words,

1 1
lim inf (j H* (=42, vs) ds — J H*(—9s,7s) d8> = 0.
0 0

n—0o0
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Meanwhile, from the bound on D, H* in (2.3]),

1
<oof0 K — ] ds

< Co 7" = 7ly (Colz —y|? + 1)
-0

1 1
f H (=47, ds — f H* (=47, 7) ds
0 0

as n — 00. It follows that

1
f H*(—4s,7s) ds < liminf H*(—43",4™) ds
0 n—0o0

< lim L(x,y) + 1
n—o0 n
= L(z,y)
1
< J H*<_;Y87’YS) dS,
0

so 7 is indeed a minimizer over the larger space VVO1 ([0, 1], RY) + .
Since 7y is a minimizer, it is a weak solution of the FEuler-Lagrange equation

D H* (<35,7)] + DyH® (~5,75) = 0
Set
bs = DPH*<_;Y87’YS)7
so that
¥s = —DpH (ps; ¥s)-
Then from the Euler-Lagrange equation, p is absolutely continuous and satisfies

Ds = _DyH*(_;Ysy"Ys) = DyH<p57’Ys)-

13

In other words, v and p solve the Hamilton ODEs from classical mechanics. Thus H is a conserved

quantity; in other words,

(3'4) H<p5775) =0
for some constant Q independent of s € [0, 1].
We estimate Q by integrating (3.4) on [0, 1], so that
1
Q- [ Hipn) ds
0
1 !
= COJ ps|? ds
0

1
. fo Dy H* (— 5, 76)|Y ds

1
> [ e ds
0

> gt | — y|?
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by Jensen’s inequality. A similar argument yields

it 1 1+4¢ 2+q'
Q< f sl ds < “0—L(z,y) < ~C—|z —yl’.
0 €0 Co

The same argument without the integrals then shows that || is pointwise comparable to Q. Re-
arranging terms, we obtain the desired estimate, which also shows that  is Lipschitz and therefore
lies in A(z,y). O

We now study the regularity of L. For R > 0, define the open set
AR := {(m,y)eRd x RY: |z — vy <R}.
We first obtain Lipschitz estimates on neighborhoods Ag.

Lemma 3.4. For every Ry > 0, there exists a constant C' depending only on Ry such that for any
0 < R < Ry, L is Lipschitz with the bound

|DL(z,y)| < CRT™!
on the open set Ag.

By Rademacher’s theorem, this means that L actually solves the equations in Lemma [3.T] almost
everywhere.

Proof. The Lipschitz bound is equivalent to showing that the first distributional derivative of L is
in Ljo., which is equivalent to showing that
L h k)—L
Jimn sup |L(z + h,y + k) — L(z,y)|
B, |k|—0 Al + k|

< CRIL.

Pick (z,y) € Ag and h € R Let v € A(z, y) be a minimizer for L(z,y). Then the path s — v, +sh
lies in A(z,y + h). Recalling that |§s| < C|z — y| almost everywhere, it follows that

1

L(J},y + h) - L<x7y) < J (H* <_;Ys - hy’Ys + Sh) - H*<_;Y57’Ys)) ds
0

1
<O [ L5l 1) 10+ 5l + 009 Jshl] s
1
< cwf (51970 4 [f 4 319 + [R)7) ds
0

1

< cwf (R 4 (1) + RY 4 1))
0

< C|h|(R? 4+ RT™Y) + o(|h|)

< ORTYHh| + o(|h)).

By switching the roles of y and y + h, and taking h small enough that (z,y + h) € Ag, we obtain
the opposite inequality, so that

|L(z,y) = L(z,y + k)| < CRT k| + o(|h]).
To obtain the bound for D, L, one may apply a similar argument, or simply note that the function

f’(‘rvy) = L(y,.ﬁl’)
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is the distance function for the Hamiltonian H(p,y) := H(—p,y), whose convex dual satisfies the
same bounds in (2.5]). O

In the case where H*(p,y) = %(g(y)p, p), the distance function is the Riemannian energy asso-
ciated to R¢ with the metric g. Therefore, in some small geodesic neighborhood of the diagonal,
L is actually C!, as explained in [6]. In [9], a similar result is obtained for the distance functions
they consider. We give such a result here, which is more general than in the Riemannian manifold
context, but still simpler than [9].

Lemma 3.5. For some rg > 0,

LeCYA,,).
Proof. Define the map

1:Wy9([0,1],R?) x RY x R? - R
1

(v, 2,9) = f H*(—Ys + 2 —y,7s + @ + s(y —x)) ds.
0

Observe that

L(z,y) = min I(y,,y),
yeWy 1

and that by Lemma B3] the minimum is attained for some ~ € VVO1 * satisfying
clz—yl <|¥s +y— 2| < Clz -y

for some universal constants 0 < ¢ < C. Because of this, for bounded |z — y|, we can assume that
H* grows at most quadratically by redefining H* outside of B x R? for some large R > 0. It
follows that the map I can be defined as before on

Wol’2 x R% x R?,

and that I has the same minimizers.
Let 4 be such a minimizer. Then the Fréchet derivative

*
DL WP x R RY — (W?)

satisfies
D’YI(/% z, y) = 0.

We also calculate the second Fréchet derivative
*
D21 Wy x RYx RY — £ (W2, (wg?)),
obtaining, for arbitrary &,n € WO1 ’2,

1 . .
D215, 2, y)[€, 7] = fo (D2H* (D)) — (D2 H*(T)Es mid

— (D2, H*(T)&s, 1y + (D2H*(T5)&s,15) ds,
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where we write ['y = (—’;ys +x —y,%s + = + s(y — x)) for simplicity. Using the second derivative
bounds in (ZH)), we calculate

1
D2I(3,z,y)[n,n] = CL (lz = 172 [0 ? =l = y| 9 sl Ins| — 2 — ylIns]?) ds

1
=z - y\q_QL (Ins* = Cla = yllnslins| — Clz — yl*Ins[*) ds

for some positive constants ¢ and C.
For any § > 0, there exists a constant C' = Cs > 0 such that
| = yllislns] < 8lijs[* + Clz — y[?|ns|?

by Young’s inequality. Therefore, taking § small enough, we obtain

1
D2I(3,2.p)[n.n) > cla —y\”jo (195l = Clz — y2Ins[?) ds

for a possibly smaller ¢ and larger C.
By Poincaré’s inequality, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that

1 1
ns|? ds < C | |ns|? ds
7]

0 0

for all n. We conclude that

1
D2I(3,2,y)[nn] = el — 4172 (1 — Cla — y?) jo 0. ds

for constants ¢ and C. It follows that there exists small enough g > 0 such that for some constant
¢ >0, for all (z,y) € A,,, for any minimizer v, and for any 7 € W01’2([O, 1],R%),

21(5 =212
DI, 2, y)[n,n) = cla = y[*= [0l

As a consequence, for (z,y) € A,, with  # y, the map I(-, z,y) has a unique minimizer 5 = ~y(z, y).
Also, for any 7 € Wol’Z,
| D21 (v (2, y), 2, y)[, ]| (wiay* = Sup |D21(v(x,y), z,y)[€,n]|

I€l,1,2=1
"o

= D?{I(’y(x,y),x,y) L?ﬁ
Ty

> el — 4|7 2.

It follows from the implicit function theorem that (z,y) — ~(x,y) is actually C*, and therefore
Lz,y) = I(v(z,y),z,y)

is C! on A,, away from the diagonal. That L is differentiable at (z,z) for every z € R? is a
consequence of Lemma O
By scaling in €, this means that
L e CY(Agy).
Therefore, the strip in which L€ is differentiable is shrinking as ¢ — 0. It turns out that this
is not enough to prove the extension estimate (L5 appearing in Theorem [[T] without putting a
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restriction on the size of HWl — W2||OO, as in [0], that shrinks with e. Instead, we must study the
regularity of L away from the fixed strip A,,, which leads to the next Lemma.

Lemma 3.6. The function L is locally semiconcave. More precisely, for every Ro > 0, there exists
a constant C' depending only on Ry such that for any 0 < R < Ry, the following holds:

(1) If g = 2, then
D?L(x,y) < CRY?
on Ag.
(2) If g <2, then forr >0,

1
2 -1
D L(x,y) <C (Rq + 7’2—_(1)
on AR\A,.

Proof. The semiconcavity estimate is equivalent to showing that
. Lz +hyy+k)+ L(x—h,y — k) — 2L(x,y)
lim sup 5 3
A, | k| =0 |h|? + [K|

satisfies the same bound.
Pick a minimizer v € A(z,y) for L(z,y). Let h,k € R? and define

ns = h+ s(k —h),
the straight line path between h and k. Observe that
(3.5) ns| + [0s] < C(Ih] + |k
for all s [0,1]. Also, vy +ne€ A(x + h,y+ k) and v —n € A(x — h,y — k). It follows that

1 t
L(z+h,y+k)+ L(x—hy—k) <f H*(—%—ﬁsﬁs +1s) dS"’f H*(_78+7.787'Vs —1s) ds
0 0

1
< 2f H*(—4s,7s) ds + C(I+ II + III)
0

where .
1= jo (Fs + a2l ? ds,

1
I = fo (Fsl7™ 4 1l el ds,
and

1
I = fo (Fisl? + 11l ? ds.

The quantities IT and IIT can be bounded using (B.5) and the upper bound on |§| in Lemma [3.3]
yielding

I1 < CRY(|R? + k%) + o(|h|* + |k[*)
and

I < CRY(|h? + |k[*) + o(|h|? + |E?).
When g > 2, we can do the same for the quantity I to obtain

1< CRT2(|R|* + [k[*) + o(|n|* + |K[?).
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When ¢ < 2, so that the exponent ¢ — 2 is negative, we use the lower bound in Lemma [3.3] and the
fact that |z — y| > r. If h and k are taken small enough, then

Vs + 15| = 9s| — [0s] = er

for some constant ¢ > 0, and therefore
1
I< (Jm(|h|2 + [k[?) + o(|h]? + |k|?).
Since R < Ry, we conclude that
L(z+h,y+ k) + L(x — h,y — k) < 2L(x,y) + CRI2(|n|? + |k]?) + o(|h|* + |k[?)

when ¢ > 2 and

L(x+h,y+k)+ Lz —h,y — k) < 2L(x,y) + C (qu + ) (|h]* + |E[?) + o(|h]* + |K|?)

5
when g < 2. O
For a function f on R™, the semiconcavity bound
D*f<C

is equivalent to the statement that f(z) — §|z|? is concave. Because concave functions have a
supporting hyperplane from above at every point, Lemma implies that the superjet to L at
(x,y), defined by

T L(,y) = {(pq) e R x R | L(&,m) < Liw,y) + (p € — 2+ a,n —y) + o€ —al + In— ) }

is nonempty for every point (z,y) (with z # y for ¢ < 2). This means that whenever the subjet to
L at (z,y), given by

JL(,y) = {(p.q) e R x R | L(&,m) > Liw,y) + (p € — 2+ a,n —y) + o€ —al + In— ) }

is nonempty for some (z,y), then L must be differentiable at (x,y) (this is true even if x = y and
q < 2, since by Lemma B2 L is always differentiable on the diagonal). This proves useful in the
proof of inequality (I5) in the next section.

4. WELL-POSEDNESS

In this section we prove Theorem [[LIl This has two parts: uniqueness of solutions through the
comparison principle, and existence by proving the extension estimate (L)

4.1. Uniqueness. We first prove that for each fixed ¢ > 0, solutions of (LI]) are unique. For
simplicity, we assume € = 1 in this subsection. Then we have the following comparison principle:

Proposition 4.1. Let u and v be bounded sub and supersolutions, respectively, of the equation
(4.1) dw = H(Dw,x) o dW.

Then for all t = 0,
sup (U(l‘,t) - U(l‘,t)) < sup (u(m,O) - U($70)) :

zeRd xeR4



WELL-POSEDNESS AND HOMOGENIZATION OF STOCHASTIC HAMILTON-JACOBI EQUATIONS 19

Uniqueness follows by letting v and v both be solutions with the same initial condition ug €
BUC(R%) and applying the comparison principle interchangeably with u and v.

Using Proposition [4.J] we can apply Perron’s method as in [I8] to construct the unique solution
of (), at least when 1 < ¢ < 2 (the case when H is C? everywhere). The statement of Perron’s
method is that the solution is equal to the “maximal subsolution” of (LII), giving an alternative
characterization of solutions of (ILT]), the other being as the limit of solutions of equations with
regularized paths through estimate (ILH]) (which holds even when ¢ > 2).

Proof of Proposition [{.1. Suppose the comparison principle does not hold for some u and v, so that

sup (u(z,t) —v(x,t)) > sup (u(z,0) — v(x,0))

zeR4 xeR4
for some t > 0.

By Lemma B.2] we have

oA o — y|T < AT L(z,y) < CoX o -y
for all z,y € R Therefore, for some T > 0 and tg € (0,T], there is a small enough p > 0 such
that, for all large enough A > 0, the function

t—  sup  (u(x,t) —o(y,t) — AN L(z,y)) — pt
(z,y)eR x R4

attains its maximum on [0,7'] at t = t.
For A > 0, define
A
P t) =
)\(ﬂj‘,y,S, ) <1+)\(Wt_Ws
Then by Lemma 3.1l and Lemma [3.5] the functions

(x,8) — ®x(x,y,s,t) with (y,t) fixed

)>q1 L(z,y).

and
(y,t) — =Dy (z,y,s,t) with (z,s) fixed
are C! in z (resp. y) and solve (@) whenever (z,y) € A,, and p(|s —t|) < 55 (recall that p is the
modulus of continuity for W). This can be computed with standard calculus if W is C*, or with
stochastic calculus if W is some stochastic process, since the Stratonovich differential satisfies the
chain rule.
Let M > 0 be a common bound for |u| and |v| on R? x [0,7]. For

1
3 /2M \ a1
4.2 A>— | —
( ) >2<607‘g>

and for 6 > 0, consider the auxiliary function

—t?
(43) (5,) > sup  (ul,s) — (s t) — x(gos,0)) — P S
(m,y)eRd xRd 29 2

which attains a maximum at some (sg,tg) in the closed set

Sy = {(s,t) e[0,7)?: p(|s —t]) < %}

We then have )
. |sg —tol®
im ———— =

0
-0 20
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and

. sg — to|? sp + 1o
i sup  (u(es9) — 0(y to) — (.5 50, 10) — | 20 - 2
=0 (@ y)erI xR

= max sup w(z,t) —o(y,t) — X L(z,y)) — ut
P CCU R (2,9)) —

= sup (u(m, tO) - U(yv 2(:0) - )‘qilL($7 y)) — pto-
(z,y)eRIx R4

Therefore, the maximum points sy and ¢y can be chosen such that
%i_I)I(l)(SQ, t@) = (t07 t0)7

and so for all small § > 0, we have sy > 0, ty > 0, and p(|sg — tg|) < %
We first claim that

(44) s = sup (u(a:,s) —U(y,tg) _q))\<x7y737t9))
(z,y)eR x R4

is nonincreasing in the interval

1
b| .= T|: —t — .
@)= {s € 077 s —tab < 35}
To do so, it suffices to prove that

s — sup (u(z,s) —v(y,t) — Pr(z,y, s, tp))

xeR4

is nonincreasing in [a,b] for each fixed y € R%. Assume that this is not the case for some 7 € R%.
Then for sufficiently small o > 0,

sup (U(.Z', S) - q))\<x7y7 Sate)) — Qs

zeR4

attains a local maximum at some § > a. Since p(|s — tg|) < 55, we have

2 \7!
Co <§)\> ‘.Z' - @‘q < q))\<x7y7§7t9)7

so that the supremum over x € R? is attained; in other words,
(x,8) — u(z,s) — Pa(x,7, s,tg) — as
attains a maximum at (Z,3) for some # € R%. Furthermore, we have
2\
o (31) o= < ules) —u(ms) <201

so by (£2), we must have (Z,7) € A,,. Because ®,(-,7,-,tp) is smooth at (Z,$), we can apply
Definition [l to obtain

a <0,
which is a contradiction because « is positive. We conclude that the function (£.4]) is nonincreasing
on [a,b]. A similar argument, using that v is a supersolution, yields that

(45) t— inf (U(yvt) —U($,89) + q>)\($7y7397t))
(z,y)eR?
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is nondecreasing in the interval

1
le.d] := {t e [0,T]: p([sg —t]) < o~ ¢ -
2\
We now apply this information to the maximum point (sg,tg) of ([A3]). First, the map

s — tgl? S
s sup (u(x,) — v(y,tg) — BA(z,y,5.1g)) % 15
(z,y)eRd

attains a maximum at sp with sy > a (since p(|sp — tg|) < 55 with strict inequality). Because (&4)
is nonincreasing, we must have

1o Ssp—tg
— + <0.
2 0
Similarly, the map
. |sg — t|? t
t— inf (U(y7t) _u(x789)+(1))\(x7y7897t)) t s t Uz
(w.y)eR? 20 2
attains a minimum at tg with tg > ¢, so because (43]) is nondecreasing, we must have
o S —tp
—=+ = 0.
2 0
Combining the two inequalities, we conclude that
p <0,
which contradicts the fact that u is positive, and the result follows. O

4.2. Extension of solution operator. We now prove the second part of Theorem [T, namely
estimate (LB]). The main ingredient in the proof is the following slightly more general statement.

Proposition 4.2. For ug,vg € BUC(RY) and &,¢ € C([0,0)), let u be a subsolution of
uy = H(Du,z/e)& in RY x (0,00)
u = ug on R% x {0}

and let v be a supersolution of

vy = H(Dv,z/e)(;  in R x (0, 0)
v =1p on R x {0}.

_ 1
Assume &y = Cg. Then for allT >0, t € [0,T], and all 0 < X\ < E=Cloqors’

A -1
— A A _ e
()eRxR <”($’t) o0 °<1—A<§t—<t>> " y')

< sup  (uo(®) —vo(y) — oA Mz —y|?) .
(z,y)eR9 x R4

Before proving Proposition 2] we derive some corollaries from it, the first being the proof of

estimate (LH).
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Proof that (L3) holds. Assume first that W', W? e C'((0,0),R). Also assume without loss of
generality that W1(0) = W?2(0), since otherwise we can subtract a constant from either path. Fix
T > 0 and write

W= w2, = W =2 co.my -

Since both u' and u? are sub and supersolutions, we may apply Proposition with «! and u?
interchangeably. Taking z = y in the first supremum, we obtain

[ut (1) — u?(2, )] < Jug — uf|,, + max {( sup  (¢(x) — ¢(y) — coA? o — qu)}
T,y

o=ub3 | (z.g)eRexRe

forall 0 < A < ”Wl—_1W2”— and (z,t) e R? x [0,T].
Recall from the Introduction that for a modulus of continuity w and A > 0, we define

f(w,\) = sup (w(r) — coAT1r?)

r=0

Taking w,1 .2 to be the maximum of the moduli of continuity for u$ and w2, this means

\ul(az,t) — u2(a:,t)\ < Hué — ugHoo + 6(w A)

1,2
Ug,ug?

for all A <

smooth.

As discussed in the Introduction, since (IL3]) holds for smooth paths, we can extend the solution
operator to continuous paths by a standard density argument and by the uniqueness for solutions
of equation (LI)). Tt then follows that (5] holds for all continuous paths W' and W?2. O

. Taking A 1 i

+W2” completes the proof, at least when W' and W? are
o0

1
wi-—w=|,

Another important corollary is the fact that solutions of (LI]) are uniformly continuous with a
modulus of continuity depending only on ug, and not on the path W or € > 0.

Corollary 4.1. Let u¢ solve (L)) with initial condition ug € BUC(R?). If wy, is the modulus of
continuity for ug, define

w(s) = )1\2% (CoAT 17 + O(wyq, N)) -

Then for all t = 0 and =,y € RY,
[u (@, t) — u(y,t)| < w(lz —yl).

For instance, if ug € C%'(R?) with Lipschitz constant L, so that wy,(r) = Lr, then for some
constant C' = C(L) > 0,

0(wyy, \) = C(L)A?
and so for another constant C' = C(L) > 0,
w(s) = C(L)s.

Therefore solutions of the equation in Corollary [£1] with Lipschitz initial condition are Lipschitz
in space for all time, with Lipschitz constant independent of ¢ or W. This is a fact that we exploit
in the proof of Theorem in the next section.
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Proof of Corollary [{-1. Assume first that W is C'. We apply Proposition with ud = u2 = ug
and ¢ = ¢ = W to obtain, for any A > 0, z,y € R? and t > 0,
u(@,t) —u(y,t) < CoA Mo —yl"+  sup  (uo(x) —uo(y) — oA’z —y|9)
(z,y)eR4x R4
< Co)\q*1|a: —y|94+ sup (wuo(\x —y|) — co)\q*1|x — y|q)
(z,y)eR?
< CoM7 Mz — y|9 + 0(wWugs N)-
Taking the infimum over A finishes the proof for smooth paths W. A standard density argument
and (L) complete the proof for arbitrary continuous paths W. ([l

We now present the proof of Proposition

Proof of Proposition [{.3. For simplicity, we first assume € = 1. Standard viscosity theory yields
that

Z('Z'? Y, t) = u('Z'? t) - U(:y? t)
is a subsolution of the doubled equation

{zt = H(Dyz,x)& — H(—Dyz,y)ét in R? x R% x (0, 0)

(4.6) z2(x,y,0) = up(x) — vo(y) on R% x R,

Define
A

q—1
et = (1o5e—g;) Mo
which is well-defined and a positive multiple of L whenever 0 < A < £ — (|,
Observe that
(I))\<.Z', Y, O) = )‘q_lL(‘rv y)7
and that by Lemma 3], ® satisfies the doubled equation (4.6]) whenever L is differentiable at (x,y).
For parameters 0 < 8 < 1 and p > 0, consider the auxiliary function

W(e,y.8) = ulet) —v(y.t) — Ba(ept) — (el + Jyf?) it

Fix T > 0. Because u and v are bounded, ¥ attains a maximum on R? x R? x [0, 7] at some point
(&,9,1) that depends on the parameters § and p. Assume for the sake of contradiction that £ > 0.

By rearranging terms in the inequality ¥(0,0,f) < ¥(&,7,#) and using the fact that ®(z,y,t) >
0 with equality if = y, we obtain

§(|<L"|2 +191%) < u(@, €) = o(g,1) — (u(0,7) — v(0,1)),
so that
B +1917) < 4lull g + [0]5)-

In particular,

B2l +13) < CBY2
for some constant C' depending only on the data (by “the data” we mean the functions (ug, &) and
(vo, (), and not either of the parameters /3 or ). Therefore

. R
I(z,9)| < 512

for some constant R depending only on the data.
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A

By rearranging terms in the inequality ¥(4,7,%) < ¥(Z,4,%) and using Lemma B2 we obtain
the estimate

co (;)‘H & — 917 < u(@,t) —u(g,t) + é(lﬁlz —#P)<c
1= A& —G) ’ 2

for some constant C' depending only on the data. It follows that, enlarging R if necessary (but so

that it still only depends on the data), we have

(jv :’j) € AR-

Note that R may depend on A, but that increasing A does not increase R. Since we never consider
A close to 0, we may assume without loss of generality that A > 1.

If @, is differentiable at (2,7, %), we may apply the definition of viscosity solution to obtain the
result. This will be the case if A is large enough, since then, as in the proof the comparison principle
in Proposition 1], where we need ([£.2), we will have (z,7) € A,, for 79 as in Lemma But for
A to be large enough, this requires an upper bound on [£ — (||, that depends on 79, as in [6]. For
arbitrary e, this requires an upper bound on || — (|, depending on ery (see the remark following
Lemma B.5]). This would prevent estimate (L3 from being independent of ¢ > 0. Therefore, we
need to find points of differentiability of L away from A,,.

To do so, we double variables once more and take advantage of the semiconcavity of L. For
another parameter 0 < § < 1, define the second auxiliary function

1 . 1 R
\I/(;(x?yyszat) :IL(.Z',t)—U<y7t)—§‘$—$|2—§‘y— ‘2 25(‘1’-2‘2+|y w‘ )
3 T
—y(zwt) — D(ef? + ) — it~ e 2

Let
Qrp = {(@,y) € Dor | |(w,y)] < 2RF72}

and let (zg,ys, 25, ws, ts) be a maximum point of ¥s on the set

QRﬁ X QRﬁ X [O,T].
By Lemma [3.4] the function ®y(z,w,t) + (8/2)(|z|* + |w|?) is Lipschitz on this bounded set, with
|D.w®y + (B/2)(|- P+ |- )| < C(RT! + RBY?) < CRI™

where C' depends only on the data. Then by rearranging terms in the inequality Us(zs, ys, s, ys, t5) <
\P6($(57 Ys, 25, Ws, t&), we Obtain

1

% (lzs? + lys|® — |z6]* — |ws|?)

Nlh

(Jzs — z5]* + |ys — ws|*) < Palws,ys,ts) — Palzs,ws, ts) +
< CRT (|lzs — 26] + |ys — ws]) .

It follows that
25 — 25| + |ys — ws] < CRT14.

Observe now that ¥s(z, 9, &, 7, A) U(z,9,1). In particular, since
( T ,f) € QR,ﬁ X QR,B X [O,T],
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we have the sequence of inequalities

N

qj('i'?g?f) = U(@,i) - U(@ﬂ?) - CPA(‘%?:g?tA) - (‘i'|2 + |@‘2) - :u'tA

1 N 1 N 1
< u(xs, ts) — v(ys, ts) — 5\965 — & - §|y5 —g)* - %(\965 — 2z51* + |ys — wel?)

8 1.

— @ (25, ws, t5) — 5(\25|2 + |ws|?) — pts — Slts = i

< P _ B2 2 02 2

< U(zs,ys5,ts) + Palzs, ys, ts) — Palzs, ws, ts) + 2(|336| + ys|” — |z5]" — |ws|?)
1

2

(lzs — 2> = |ys — 91> — [ts — £%)

(lzs — &> = [ys — 91° — |ts — £*) -

N —

< (&, 9,8) + Clzs — 25| + |ys — ws]) —
Rearranging terms, this yields
lzs — 2% + ys — 91> + |ts —E* < C§
for a constant C' depending only on w and v. Therefore, if § is small enough, we see that
(@5, Ys, 25, ws, ts) € Qrg x Qrg x (0,T]

is a local interior maximum. A standard argument from the theory of time-dependent viscosity

solutions yields that we may assume t5 < T, since otherwise we can subtract a penalization function
of the form % from Ws for some v — 0 (see [4]).

First, we note that

Lo
(2,9,) = u(@,t) —v(y,t) = gle =2 = 5ly =9

1 2
2

1 2 2
=55 (o =2 + |y — ws|")
1 212
— <I>,\(z5,w5,t) — pt — §|t — t|
attains an interior maximum at (xs,ys,ts). Applying the definition of viscosity solution for the
doubled equation (0], we obtain

Ls — 2§

~ 0D
ot ts — 1+ =2 (25, ws, t5) <H<

(% +$§—Zﬁ,$5> 5155

Ys — Wy ~ ;
1 (< B5  = d)os ) i
Next, note that
B
2
attains a minimum at (zs,ws). By the discussion following Lemma B.6] @) is in fact differentiable
at (zs,ws), and so we have

1
(z,w) = Dy(z,w,t5) + %ﬂxa —z* + lys — w) + (2> + [w]?)

Ts — 25
D, ® (25, ws,t5) =

_ﬁz(57

— W
Dy®y(z5,ws,t5) = Yo 5 2 _ Buwy,

and
0P

a—tA(Zajwa,ta) = H(Dy®(25,ws, t5), 25)&, — H(—Dy®x (25, ws, t5), ws)Crs -
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We conclude that
. 0D . :
wHts—t+ a—t)\(%’wé’t&) < H (Dy®y(z5,ws, ts) + Bzs + x5 — &, x5) &t

— H (—=Dy®,(25, ws, t5) — Bws — (ys — ), Ys) Crs-

All of the data inside the p-variable of H in the inequality above is bounded independently of §
and (. Therefore, using the bound on D,H in ([2.) and the fact that ®) is an exact solution, we
eliminate the terms on the right-hand side up to some error. Using the bounds on (,7,#) and
(xs,Ys, 25, W5, t5), we finally obtain

pe 0@+ 8 ) ([€] +[¢],)-
Sending 6 — 0 yields
neos (e, + 1)

where the constant C' is independent of 5 and p. Taking S small enough yields a contradiction,
because p > 0. Therefore, for all sufficiently small 8 and for all g > 0, we have

sup  (ulent) = o0.0) - @) - SoP + 1))
(z,y)eR x R4

< sup (uo(x) —voly) — N L(x,y)) + pt
(z,y)eR x R4

for all t € [0,T]. Taking first 5 — 0 and then p — 0, we conclude that

sup (U(l‘,t) _U(y7t) - q))\(l‘,y,t))
(z,y)eREx R4

< sup (up(x) —wo(y) — AT L(x,y)) -
(z,y)eRIx R4

Finally, the same argument above can be repeated for any fixed € > 0, yielding the estimate

A it
— S L¢
(x,y)sell;QBde (U(% t) U(% t) <1 - )‘(ft - Ct)> (557 y)>

< sup (ug() —wo(y) — ATTIL (2, y))
(z,y)eRIx R4

Applying Lemma finishes the proof. O

5. HOMOGENIZATION

In this section we present the proof of Theorem following the general outline given in the
Introduction. For completeness, we repeat this outline here.

For n > 0, set
Wikt 1y — Wiy

th = Wkn + (t - /‘377)

for t € [kn, (k + 1)n], k =0,1,2,.... In other words, W" is the piecewise linear interpolation of W
with partition size 1. Observe that

W =W, < p(n/2) < p(n),

where p is the modulus of continuity of W.
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As in the Introduction, let u“" be the solution of the equation

(5.1)

ul" = H(Dus", z/e)W,  in R% x (0,7
u = ug on R? x {0}

and let @' be the solution of the equation

(5.2) {ﬂ? _ H(D@W] i R x (0,T]

u'l = uyg on R? x {0}.
We then write

(5.3) u—u=u" —u"T+u" T+ T —u
—_——— N — ——
Lemmal[Edl Lemmal52l Lemmal54l
which each difference estimated using the corresponding Lemmas.
As a corollary of Theorem [l (specifically the comments following its statement in the Intro-

duction regarding Lipschitz initial conditions), we have the following:

Lemma 5.1. There exists a constant C > 0 depending only on |Dug|,, such that for all e > 0 and
n>0,
sup [z, t) — ()] < C W — W,
(z,t)eRE x[0,T]
For fixed n > 0, because W" is piecewise monotone (indeed, piecewise linear), using either
assumption (28al) or (2.8D) implies that, as € — 0, u” converges locally uniformly to w”. A more
quantitative statement is in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.2. There exists a constant C > 0 depending only on | Duyl|,, such that for all0 <n <1
and all T = 1, the following holds:
(1) In the periodic setting (i.e. (Z8al) holds),
T
sup lu(x,t) — " (z,t)] < C—€'/.
(z,t)eR? x [0,T] n

(2) In the stationary ergodic setting (i.e. (2.8D) holds),

2
T7p(n) B
2 )

sup |ueN(z,t) —u(x,t)| < C
(z,t)e BT x[0,T] n

where the exponent 3 is as in (2.8Dl).

The proof requires applying the prescribed homogenization rate from (2.8)) iteratively on intervals
on which W7 is monotone. There are on order 7! of these intervals, which is why the estimates
in Lemma [5.2] involve powers of 7!. The argument resembles those appearing in [17], but is made
simpler by the uniform Lipschitz estimates implied by Corollary 411

In the stationary ergodic case, for which (2.8D]) gives homogenization only locally in space, we
will need a finite speed of propagation property. We present such a result without proof; see for
instance [7].

Lemma 5.3. Let U' and U? be a subsolution and supersolution, respectively, of

Ui+ HDU  2) =0 on R x (0,0),
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and assume ||DUZ'||OO < w fori=1,2. Define

£ := sup {mep, y) |y e R |p| < max !DUiloo} :

Let R > 0. Then for any 0 <t < %,
sup (Ul(x,t) — U?(z,t)) < sup (Ul(x,O) —U2(:17,0)).

(EGBR,Lt weBR

As a consequence, if U' and U? are both exact solutions, then U' and U? can be interchanged
in the suprema above to obtain the inequality

sup ‘Ul(x,t) - U2(:17,t)‘ < sup ‘Ul($,0) - U2(x,0)‘.

T€EBR_¢t r€BR

In other words, the semigroups S¢ and S¢ satisfy a contraction property on balls increasing with
finite speed.

Proof of Lemma[5.2. Observe first that
(5.4) | Dus"y, < C | Duoly, and  [|DT?],, < [[Duol,

for some constant C independent of € and 7. The first estimate is a result of applying Corollary
A1 to Lipschitz initial conditions. The second estimate follows from the fact that, for any y € R¢,
the function (z,t) — u"(x + y,t) is a solution of (5.2]) by the space homogeneity of the equation.
Therefore the contraction property of that equation yields

[@" (@ +y,t) =@z, )] < sup Juo(z +y) — uo(2)] < [[Duoll Iyl -
zeR

We divide the proof of the lemma into cases, depending on whether we consider a periodic or
stationary-ergodic environment. Assume without loss of generality that T'= N7 for some positive
integer N, and define t; = in for ¢ = 0,1,2,..., N.

(1) We consider first the periodic case. Define the quantity
A; = sup {\ue’"(x,ti) —ul(z,t;)| :x € Rd} .
We claim that
(5.5) Ais1 < Aj+ C(L+ [Wypq — Wy, |) €/?

for a constant C that depends only on |Dug|,,. To see this, fix € RY. Assume without
loss of generality that W is increasing on the interval [¢;,¢;+1]. Then we can write

uMz, tip1) — 0" (2, ti41)
- Si (Wti+1 - Wti) Uf’”(’vti)(x) — 55 (Wti+1 - Wti) Hn('ﬂfi)(x)
=I1+1I
where
[:=5% (Wti+1 - Wti) u( 1) (z) — S5 (Wti+1 - Wti) a'(-, ;) (z)
and
II = Si (Wti+1 — Wtz) ﬂn<,tz)($) — S+ (Wti+1 — Wtz) Un(,tz)<$)

(If W™ is decreasing, we instead apply the operators S< (|Wy,,, — W, |) and S_ (|Wy,,, — Wy,
above and in what follows.)
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By the contraction property for the semigroup S¢, we can estimate I as follows:

\I\ = ‘Si (Wti+1 - Wti) u€7n<’=ti)(x) - Si (Wti+1 - Wti) ﬂn('7ti)<x)‘
< sup ‘uEﬂ’I(x’ tl) - ﬂn(x7 tz)|
zeRd
= A,
To estimate II, we use assumption (2.8al) to obtain
‘H| = ‘Si (Wti+1 - Wti) U"(-,ti)(x) - S+ (Wti+1 - Wti) ﬂn(’vti)(x)‘
<C(1+|Wi,, — W) €3,

141

where the constant C' depends only on || Duyl|,, by (5.4)). Combining the estimates for I and

IT gives (5.5).

Inductively, we see that for any kK =0,1,2,..., N,

N—-1
Ay < An_p +C Z (1 + ‘Wti+1 - Wti
i=k

) ¢\/3,

Taking k = N, and noting that Ay = 0 because u*" = 7" = uy on R? x {0}, we obtain

N—-1
Ay <C D 1+ W, — W,
=0

C(N + Np(n))e'’?
4 p(n) l/3
co(z. )

< C’Zel/?’.
n

) (/3

Observe that for any ¢ € [0, 7], an almost identical iterative argument gives the same bound
for

sup [, 1) — T, )
zeR4

in place of Ay, which is the statement of the Lemma.
(2) We next consider the stationary-ergodic case. For all R > 0, define the quantity

Ai(R) = sup {Ju®"(x,t;) —ul(x,t;)| : |z| < R}.
Also set

£ =sup { D,H(p.y) |y € R, |p| < max (| Du""

oo 1D )

and observe that L is finite and independent of € and 7, because of (5.4]) and because H
satisfies the Lipschitz bounds in (2.3]).
We claim that

(5.6) Air1(R) < Ai(R+ Lp(n)) + C(1 + R)?
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To see this, fix z € Br. Assume without loss of generality that W7 is increasing on the
interval [t;,t;+1]. Then we can write

uNw,tip1) — 0" (2, tiv1)
=5 Whyy — Wa) u" (-, t5) () — S (Whyy, — Wey ) W(-, 1) ()
=I1+1I
where
i 5 (W, — Wa) 6, 1)(0) — 55 (Way, — We) 70,1
and
IL:= 5 Wiy, — We,) 07 (-, i) (@) — S (Weyy, — W) W1(-, 65) ().
Using Lemma [5.3], we can estimate I as follows:
[0 =[S (Way = Wa) w1 ) (@) = S5 (Way — Wi ) T(, 1) ()]
< sup {[u™(z,t;) =" (2, t:)] : [x| < R+ Lp(n)}
= Ai(R + Lp(n))-
To estimate II, we use assumption (2.8D]) to obtain
I =[S (Wey, — We,) (1) () — S (Wayy, — Wa, ) W(- ) (20)|
< C(1+ R)é?

where the constant C' depends only on |Dug|, by (5.4]). Combining the estimates for I and

IT gives (5.6).

Inductively, we see that for any k =0,1,2,..., N,

k
AN(T) < An k(T +ELp() + C Y (1 + T + (i — 1)Lp(n))e’
=1

Taking k = N, and noting that Ay = 0 because u" = @7 = uy on R% x {0}, we obtain

N
CZ (1+T+ (i —1)Lp(n))e’

<C N+NT+N2E,0( )€’

SO

Observe that for any ¢t € [0,T], an almost identical iterative argument gives the same bound
for

sup {|u"(z,t) =" (z, )| | |2[ < T}
in place of An(T'), which is the statement of the Lemma.
U

Finally, the only remaining ingredient is to estimate the difference between @’ and u. Such an

estimate is proven in [1I] and [17], and therefore we do not repeat the proof here. The proof takes
advantage of the fact that H is convex (because H is convex) and the explicit representation of "
given iteratively by Hopf’s formula.
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Lemma 5.4. There exists C > 0 depending only on |Dugl|, such that for alln >0 and all T' > 0,

sup |z t) — u(e, ) < CIWT— W],
(z,t)eRE x[0,T]

Combining Lemmas (.1l 5.2, and (£.4] we prove Theorem by estimating (5.3])) and optimizing
in 7.

Proof of Theorem[I.4. We divide the proof once more into the periodic and stationary-ergodic
settings.

(1) In the periodic setting, for fixed € and 71, we have

sup JuS(a,t) — ulz, )] < Cpln) + Celf3
(z,t)eR? x [0,T7] n

<C <p(77) + 77‘161/3)
for all T' > 1, where the constant C' depends only on 7" and |Duyg|,. Picking n such that

np(n) = Te'l?
optimizes the above formula, so that

sup € (z,t) — u(z, )| < Cp(w(e’?)) = C TR
(x,t)eRe x[0,T] w(el/3)

(2) In the stationary ergodic setting, for fixed ¢ and 7, we have

TQP(W) B

sup | [u(@,t) —u(@ b)) < Cpln) + C— 5=

(z,t)eBr x[0,T]

< Cp(n) <1 + 6677‘2)
for all T' > 1, where the constant C' depends only on 7" and |Duyg|,. Picking

T

optimizes the above formula, so that

sup  |u(z,t) — u(z, )| < Cp(”?).
(z,t)eBr x[0,T]
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