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AN OBSTACLE PROBLEM ARISING FROM AMERICAN OPTIONS
PRICING: REGULARITY OF SOLUTIONS
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ABSTRACT. We analyse the obstacle problem for the nonlocal parabolic operator
Ou+ (=A)*u—b-Vu—Tu — ru,

where b € R", r € R, and 7 is a nonlocal lower order diffusion operator with respect to the fractional

Laplace operator (—A)®. This model appears in the study of American options pricing when the

stochastic process governing the stock price is assumed to be a purely jump process. We study the
existence and the uniqueness of solutions to the obstacle problem, and we prove optimal regularity
of solutions in space, and almost optimal regularity in time.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Problems with nonlocal and fractional diffusion have been extensively studied in recent years.
One of many motivations is the model of a discontinuous variation of stock prices, incorporated
by Merton [12], into the celebrated Black-Scholes equation [7]. Recall that American options allow
the holder to exercise option rights before the maturity date, in constrast to European options; see
[7]. Let u be the rational price of an American option with payoff ). We may split the domain of
w into {u > v} and {u = 1}, which are known as continuation and exercise regions, respectively.
These names suggest that the first time we enter the exercise region, it is optimal to exercise the
option; otherwise, that is, when we are in the continuation region, we should continue the evolution
of u. This information is encapsulated in the following obstacle problem:

{min{@tu—%azD2u—b-Vu—ru—lCu,u—¢}:0; (1.1)

u(07 ) =1,

where r € R is known as the short rate, b = (d; + %011 — 7y, dy + %O‘nn —r) € R™ with d being
the continuously compounded dividend rate of the stock, o is the volatility matrix of the stock,
and

n
Ko(t,z) = / (ot + y) = v(t,2) = D (%~ Daidy,o(t,2)| duly)
" i=1
with u being the associated jump measure.
If there is no jump term, that is, if 4 = 0, the regularity of (1.1) is well-known; see, for instance,
[10]. In this paper, we assume o = 0 so that all the regularity comes from the jump term. As in
[3], we further assume that du(y) behaves as |y|~"~2*dy as leading order, so that

Ko(t,x) = —(—=A)°v(t,x) + Zo(t, x),
where (—A)® is the fractional Laplacian (with respect to z) defined by
— f(x

rn |y — x| +2s
1

)
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and 7 is a non-local operator of lower order diffusion with respect to (—A)®. Under this assumption,
the regularity of the solution of (1.1) depends on the parameter s:
e if s < 1/2, the gradient term is of greater order with respect to (—A)*, and we do not
expect any regularity result for wu;
e the case s = 1/2 is critical in the sense that both the gradient and the fractional Laplacian
have the same order, and the problem becomes very delicate;
e if s > 1/2, we expect the diffusion provided by the fractional Laplacian to dominate and u
should be as regular as the solution of the obstacle problem for the fractional heat operator.
Our main goal is to show that the expected regularity in fact holds when s > 1/2. More precisely,
we prove optimal regularity in space and almost optimal regularity in time for continuous viscosity
solutions of

{min{@tu + (=A¥u—b-Vu—Zu—ru, u—2}=0 in (0,7] x R", (1.2)

u(0,z) = P(x) in R™,
where

(i) the obstacle 1 : R® —s R™ is assumed to be a function of class W2 (R") N C?(R"™);

(77) b € R™ is a constant vector;

(iii) r € R is a constant’;

(7v) T is a non-local, convex?, translation-invariant, uniformly elliptic operator with respect to
%. The latter means that for all v, w € C27+9" () which satisfy®

()] + [w(y)]
/n Lt Jylree Y <
we have that Zv(z) and Zw(x) are well defined and
Mg, (v—w)(z) <Zv(z) — Zw(z) < M}}O (v —w)(x), (1.3)

where % is the set of operators L such that

A

A
Lu(‘r) = (5U(.Z',y)K(y)dy, W S K(y) S ‘y’n+20’

Rn

and K(y) = K(—y). (1.4)

The extremal operators M;/;O and Méo are analogous to Pucci operators

A(su(z, y)) T — A(0u(r,y))~
Mfu(x) i= sup Lu(z) = / (0 y>>|y|n+2 (oul.v)
0 n
P i Aou(z,y)) " — A(du(z,y))~
My u(x) = Llenfffo Lu(z) = /n (du( ))|y|n+2o( (z,9)) dy.

where du(z,y) == u(z+y)+u(x —y) —2u(z). For simplicity, we assume Z(0) = 0. We assume
further that Z is a lower order diffusion operator when compared to the fractional Laplacian
(—A)* in the sense that s > o > 0. Notice that since Lu € C*(R") whenever u € C?*?T*(R")
for some a > 0, we have Zu € C*(R").

Quintessential examples of Z include linear operators as —(—A)? and L, as well as more sophisti-

cated nonlinear examples studied in [5], such as

G(u(z +y) — u(z))

|y|nt2e

Zu=supLgu, Zu(x)= dz,
B

R

1Although the condition r > 0 might seem natural, see [3], our main result holds even for r < 0.

2The convexity of Z is only used in Lemma 2.8. Thus, if u is a semiconvex solution of (1.2) for a possibly nonconvex
operator Z, the results of this paper still hold.

3We recall that ¢ is said to be o0t punctually at z if there exists v € R"™ and M > 0 such that |¢p(z+y)—¢(z)| <
M|y|2‘7+0+ if 20 + 07 < 1 and |¢(z +y) — ¢p(z) —v-y| < M|y|2"71+0+ if 20 + 0" > 1 for small y.
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where Kz satisfy (1.4) uniformly with respect to § and G is a convex monotone Lipschitz function
with G(0) = 0.

In light of [14, Section 2], we remark that since we need the well posedness of the inverse of
the fractional Laplacian and we assume that s > 1/2, we consider throughout the paper that the
dimension satisfies n > 2. The main result of this paper is the following:

Theorem 1.1. Assume that 1, b, v, and T satisfy conditions (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv), respectively.
Then, there exists a unique (continuous) viscosity solution u of (1.2). Moreover, u is globally
Lipschitz on (0,T] x R™, and we have

=s_0t,1-s

1-s 1—
P )
8tu 6 Ct7ms

(0.T]xRY  and  (~A)ue G2 " *((0,T] x R").

We were unable to find the existence of solutions for the obstacle problem (1.2) in the literature
and we present a proof in Section 2. Nevertheless, in the elliptic case, Petrosyan and Pop [13] prove
existence and regularity results when Z = 0, b € C*(R™;R"), r € C*(R") is negative bounded away
from zero, and v € C?.

Our regularity in time would be optimal if we did not have 0T in the Holder exponent of dyu. It
is natural to expect that

1—s
deu € C,Z " 7((0,T] x R™);
however, this is unknown even for the fractional heat operator. In fact, the same type of regularity
of solutions has been addressed by Caffarelli and Figalli [3] when b =0, Z =0, and r = 0. In the
setting of [3], the regularity of the free boundary for the obstacle problem has been investigated by
Barrios, Figalli, and Ros-Oton [2], where they show the free boundary is of class C1'® in space-time.
Their techniques, however, heavily depend on the scale invariance of the operator, do not readily
extend to the general problem (1.2), and can be the subject of a future work.

Aknowledgements. Henrique is partially supported by CAPES through a Master’s scholarship.
Diego is partially supported by CNPq-Brazil through grant 311354,/2019-0.

2. COMPARISON RESULTS AND FIRST REGULARITY ESTIMATES

We first recall the general definition of a viscosity solution for a nonlocal problem Lu = f, where
f is a bounded continuous function and Lu = dyu + (—A)’u — b - Vu — Zu — ru:

Definition 2.1. An upper semicontinuous function u on (0,T] x R™ is a subsolution of Lu = f at
(to, zo) if for all functions ¢ € CY2(Bg(te,x0)) such that 0 = (u — ¢)(to, x0) > (u — ¢)(t,x) for all
(t,x) € Br(to,zo) \ {(to, o)} for some R > 0, the function

o(t, x) = {¢(t,x) in Bg(to,zo);

u(t,z) at (0,T] x R"\ Bg(to, z0) (2.1)

satisfies Lu(to,zo) < f(to, o).

Analogously, a lower semicontinuous function u on (0,T] x R™ is a supersolution of Lu = f at
(to, zo) if for all functions p € CY2(Bg(ty,xg)) such that 0 = (u — ¢)(to, o) < (u — @)(t,x) for all
(t,z) € Br(to,xo) \ {(to,x0)} for some R > 0, the function

ot 7) = {90(@!17) in Br(to, zo);

u(t,z) at (0,T] x R™\ Bg(to,zo) (2.2)

satisfies Lvu(tg,xo) > f(to,xo)-
A solution of Lu = f is a continuous function that is both a subsolution and a supersolution for
all (t,x) € (0,7] x R™.
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Observe the definition of the auxiliar function v is necessary due to the nonlocal nature of the
operators (—A)® and Z.
We now give the notion of a continuous viscosity solution of the obstacle problem (1.2):

Definition 2.2. An upper semicontinuous, bounded function u on (0,T] x R™ is a subsolution of
(1.2) if Lu(t,z) < 0 in the viscosity sense, for all (t,x) € (0,T] x R™ such that u(t,z) > ¥ (x), and

Analogously, a lower semicontinuous, bounded function u on (0,T] x R™ is a supersolution of
(1.2) if u(t,) > for allt € (0,T], Lu(t,z) > 0 in viscosity sense for all (t,z) € (0,T] x R™, and

A solution of (1.2) is a bounded continuous function that is both a subsolution and a supersolu-
tion.

We remark that the definitions of subsolution and supersolution are not symmetric. Moreover, we
can relax Definition 2.2 by dropping the hypothesis u(t, ) > v (but assuming that a supersolution
also has an empty semi-jet set, see [1, Definition 2] for the classical case).

Since the fractional Laplacian is the leading term, we now define a lower order operator R as

Ru(t,z) = (Z+b-V+r)u(t,z) =Zu(t,z) +b- Vu(t,z) + ru(t,z).

We now prove the existence, uniqueness and regularity of solutions of equation (2.3) below (see
Lemma 2.1, Lemma 2.2, and Lemma 2.3). We need these tools in order to prove existence, unique-
ness and regularity of solutions for a penalized equation, see (2.9). Although the techniques are
fairly standard, we were unable to find these results elsewhere, and we present details here for the
sake of completeness.

Lemma 2.1 (Uniqueness). Assume 1, b, v, and T satisfy (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv), respectively,
and let o, B € (0,1). For continuous functions f € L¥((0,T] x R™) and u € L*=((0,7] x R") N
C&f((O,T] x R™), which satisfy

ou+ (—A)Yu—Ru=f in (0,T] x R";
u(0,) =% on R, 23)

we have
llull oo (0,77 xRPY < C(HfHLOO((O,T}X]R”) + ”¢HL°°(R”)>7
where C' = C(r,T). In particular, the solution is unique.
Proof. It suffices to prove the first claim for functions u for which
(at+(—A)8_M;O—b-v—r>u§fg (at+(_A)s_M;0 —b-V—r)u.
The result follows by noticing that
<3t +(-A)° =My —b-V+7v— 7") (e u+ || fllpeowny) = £ F + (v = )| fll oo r)
>e (£ f+ e fllpeemn)) >0
where v := r 4+ 1. Thus, by the minimum principle,

e U+ || fll oo ny > — {tig?fw(ie_% 1l zeo@n))™ = — max(Ey + | fll oo )™

which gives

ull oo (0,71 xR7) < €77 (I f1] oo (mm) +H[}&%X(i1/1 1 F oo @ny) ) < 27T (|| oo ) + 190 oo gn))-
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Now, if u and v satisfy (2.3), then
O+ (=AY —b-V—r)(u—v)+Zv—Tu=0;

(= 0)(0,) = 0. (24)
By the ellipticity of Z (see (1.3)), we have
@+ (A =Mz —b-V4+vy—r)e " (u—v)>0
(O + (—A)° — M;;O —b-V+y—r)e u—-2v)<0
(u—2)(0,-) =0.
By minimum and maximum principles, respectively, we conclude u = v. O

Next, we need a regularity result for the fractional heat equation. Namely, by [11, Theorems 2.3
and 3.1], if v satisfies

v+ (—A)°v=f
with f € C((0, T];R™), @, 8 € (0,1), then

”8tv”02f((0,T];R”) + H(_A)S")Hcg;cﬁ((o’ﬂ;w) < C(l + ”f”c'zf((O,T];R”)>' (25)

Moreover, since R is a lower order operator with respect to (—A)®, we can perform an interpolation
inequality. Recall that max{1,20} < 2s. Given a bounded function u, by classical Holder interpo-
lation inequalities (see, for instance, [9, Lemma 6.32] and/or [14, Propositions 2.1.8 and 2.1.9]), we
have that

[Rul|ca®ny < [lullcatmxirze)gny < €l|ullates@ny + Cellul| oo (rn)
< ell(=A)*ullga @y + Ccllull oo (mny;
||Ru||L°°(R") < ||U||cmax{1,2a+o+}(Rn) < €||U||czsfo+(Rn) + CEHUHL‘X’(R")a

for all € > 0 and o € (0,1). We now prove a priori estimates for classical solutions of (2.3) (see [13,
Lemma 2.6] for a proof in the elliptic case).

Lemma 2.2 (A priori Schauder estimates). Assume 1, b, r, and Z as in (i), (i), (iii), and (iv),

respectively. Then, there exists a constant C(n,s,\,A,0,T,r,b) such that for any f € C’ff f and

14,2
x

u € Cy bounded functions which satisfy

ou+ (—AYu—Ru=f on(0,T] x R",
U(O, ) =1 onR",

we have the estimate

[0sul| o (0,7 xmm)y + (=) ull ot (0,71 xRP) < C(WH(ﬂ(Rn) + Hf”caﬁ((o,ﬂmn))-
In particular, we have u(t,-) € C?*8,
Proof. We first notice that v:=u -1 € C’; ;ra’2 satisfies

(8t+(—A)S—M;}O—b'V—7‘)v§f§(8t+(—A)S—ME;O—b'V—7‘)v;
U(07'):07

where f:= f — ((—A)* — R)i. By (2.5), there exists a constant C such that

[0sv| ¢ (0,17 xmmy + [[(=2)* V][ gans (0,71 xrm) £ C(L + (|00 + (=A)0|| gass (0,77 xRm) ) -
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By Lemma 2.1, we have [|v[| o0 ((0,7)xR") < C”f”Loo((07T]XRn) for a constant C = C(T,r). Moreover,
by interpolation inequalities, for all € > 0, there exists C. = C'(e,n, s, A\, A, 0,T,r,b) such that

(1—¢€) (”atUHCQvB((O,T]XR”) + H(—A)SUHCQﬂ((o,T]an)) < Cel| fll oo (0.1
hence the estimative follows by choosing € = 1/2. By the regularity of the fractional Laplacian, see
[14], we have u(t,-) € C?5*5. a
We use the previous results to prove the existence and uniqueness of solutions of (2.3).

Lemma 2.3. In the same setting as above, there exists a unique bounded solution u € C’Ha 2548

of (2.3) for a € (0,1) and B € (2 — 2s,1), with the bound

10l ozrxrn + (=AY ullemsqorixan < C(If lemsorxan + [¥lcr@n)-  (26)

Proof. Uniqueness and boundedness follow from Lemma 2.1. We first assume that ¢ € Cg° and
f € C°°, with compact support in space. We define the operator Lg as the fractional heat operator,
that is, Lo := 0y + (—A)*. We claim that a solution of

Lou= f on (0,T] x R",
u(0,-) =1,

is smooth with compact support in space. Indeed, denoting .#u the Fourier transform of u in space,

we have .
u(t, ) =" <e“5‘23t9’¢> + .71 (/ e e =9) (s, €) d8> :
0

By the regularity of ¢ and f, we obtain u € C'°°, with compact support in space, concluding the
claim. By Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.2, we obtain (2.6) for L.
Now, note that functions f € C 0P and Y € C? can be approximated by {fe k>0 C C, with

t,x
compact support in space, and {wk}kzo C Cg°, respectively. More precisely, we have f, — f and
1+o¢ 28+ (

2.7)

Yr — ¢ pointwise, and the sequences are uniformly bounded. Define uy, € C vanishing

as |x] — o0) as a solution of
Loug = fr on (0,7] x R™,
ug(0,-) = .
By the Arzeld-Ascoli Theorem, we obtain a subsequence ug; — u in CHO‘ 2548, ; thus, u is a

solution of (2.7). By assumptions (ii), (iii), and (iv), the operator L : CHa 2044 — CQB is well
defined. Now, we proceed by the continuity method: we write £; = Ly — tR By Lemma 2. 1, Lis
an injective operator. Since we have proven that Ly is a surjective operator, we conclude that Lo
is a bijective operator, and the inverse L is well-defined. Hence,

Lou=f = u=Ly"(f+tRu) = Sou.

If we show that Sy is a contraction map, we have that £ is bijective and the claim will be proven.
Indeed, by Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.2, for any u, v € C’tl,:a’zﬁﬁ such that (u — v)(0,-) = 0, we
conclude

[Sou = Sovl|cr+azstsor)xrr) < TC |Ru — Rl gas (0,1)xrm)
where C' is a universal constant. Now, by the regularity of » and v, we have

tC HRu - Rv”ca,,@((QT]XRn) < tC() Hu - U“Ca,ﬁ+1!\ax{l,2o}((O’T]XRn), (2.8)

where Cy does not depend on ¢. Since max{l,20} < 2s, we obtain Sy is a contraction map for
to < Cy . Hence, Ly, is bijective, and the lemma follows by iterating the same argument for the
map Syu = L' (f + (t — to)Ru). O
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Once the Holder regularity of solutions of (2.3) is established, we can prove the existence of
solutions to the penalized equation

W+ (~A) U — b Tt — Tut — rut = f(u — ) in (0,T] x R™;
ut(0,z) = ¢¥(x) in R™.

Lemma 2.4. Assume that v, b, v, and T as in (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv), respectively. Then, there
exists a solution u® € C’;ja’2s+ﬁ to the penalized problem (2.9), where o € (0,1) and § € (2—2s,2).

(2.9)

Proof. Let 9¢ :== n. x 1), where 7, is the standard mollifier and ¢ > 0. We construct uy, € C’g;a’zﬁﬁ
iteratively as the unique solution to the equation
Lug = Be(uk—1 — )  on (0,7] x R™,
uk(0, ) = S,
where ug = 0. Indeed, for k = 1, uy € Ct{;ra’zﬁﬁ since B(—¢°¢) € C*°. Assuming the regularity

holds for uj_1, ur € C'Ha 20 since Be(wp—1 — 1) € C’tl,Ia’szrﬁ (
By (2.6) and the regularlty above, we have for k > 1

(2.10)

by the regularity of u;_; and ).

[0suk|| o (0,77 xrr ) HII(— D) wk [l ¢ ((0,7)xR7Y

) ) (2.11)
< C(I1Be(un-1 = ¥ s o ey + ¥l )
We now claim that, for £ > 1
1Be(ur—1 — ) oo (0,713 R < Ces (2.12)
[Be(ur—1 — V) ot (0,11 xrmy < Ce(l + llur—1lces(0,r1xrm))s '
where C, depends on € (but does not depend on k). Indeed, for k =1,
18 (w0 — %) Lo (0,7 xRP) < e Ielemy <
[18e(uo — )l ces (0,1 xmm) < —||5E(U0 = ) oo (0,71 xrm) |V |08 @AY < Ce
Now, suppose that (2.12) holds for k£ > 2. Then by Lemma 2.1, we have
||BE(UI<; - 'l/)e)HLoo((O T]XR") S eﬁil(”ws”LOO(Rn)"r“ﬂe(ukfl_ws)||LOO((0’T]XRn)) S CE,
1 6 €
18 (ur = ¥ ) s ompxmny < ZlBe(ur = ¥ | now 0,115 1tk = Ul ges (0,17 m)
< Ce(1 + [[ukllgas (0,77 xrm)-
Hence, the claim follows. Combining (2.11) and (2.12), we have
[0suk|| s (0,11xRm) + 1 (=A) ukllcas (0,11xrn) < Ce(l + [[ur—1llcaso,r)xrn))-
We finally claim that
[uk—1llces (0,11 xrm) < Ce- (2.13)

Once the claim is proved, we have a uniform (with respect to k) bound of

|Oruge || s (0,17 x ) + [[(=A) k|| G (0,77 xR -

The claim follows by the regularity of the fractional heat equation with a bounded source term (see

(A.1)):
lluk—1 ||C1—0Jr ((07T};L00(R7L))+ w1 ||Loo((07T};C2570+ (R"))

< C (110 + (~A) Y1l e 17y + k-1l o071 )-
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By interpolation inequalities (see, for instance, [9, Lemma 6.32]) and Lemma 2.1, we obtain, for a
constant C' depending on n, s, A\, A,0,T,7,b, ||¢]|c2 gn), that

Huk—l”ck(ﬁ ((0,T];Lo° (R™)) + Huk—IHLoo((O’T];CzsfovL (Rn)) < C(l + H/Be(uk—l - TZJE)HLC’O((O,T}XR”))-

Hence, by (2.12), we conclude our claim.

14,2 .
C, Ia s+h , we have a convergent subsequence in

Now, by the uniform bound of {uj}r>¢ in
compact subsets of (0,7 x R™ in C’;Ia’zﬁﬁ to a function u€ € C’tl’;ra’2s+6((0,T] x R™). Moreover,
we have

Lup, — Lue and  Bug —¢) — fe(u® —¢°)  as k — .
Hence, we conclude
Luf = Pe(u® — ) on (0,7] x R",
u®(0,-) = ¢°. O
We now prove a uniform bound of 3 (u€—1¢) with respect to ¢, which combined with Lemma 2.1,

gives a uniform bound of €.

Lemma 2.5. Assume that ¢, b, v, and Z as in (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv), respectively. Then, there
ezists a constant C = C(n,s,0, A\, A, T, [[¢b||c2(wn), b,7) > 0 such that
[1Be(u = )z (0,17 xr7) < C

2.14
1w || oo (0,7 xR7) < C. (2.14)

Proof. We remark that we only need an upper bound, since f¢(u¢ — 1) > 0. We assume for v > 0

inf —yt, € _ €
(o,flrﬁlan(e w9 <0,

for otherwise u¢ > e7)¢ > 9)¢, hence f(u¢ — ) < 1. Take ¢ a nonnegative smooth function that
grows as |z|? at infinity. Now, we claim that for ¢ > 0 sufficiently small, we have

0
: —yt, € _ € - 2.1
(0,]%1]1an71 <e ut — P+ T 1 + 5<,D> <0, (2.15)

and the minimum is a interior point of (0,7] x R™. Indeed, since u¢ is bounded?* we may take §
small enough so that we can consider (¢§,x$) the minimizer of e™7'u¢ — ¢ + % + §¢. Now, since
inf (o 7xrn (77U — ) < 0, we may assume (2.15) (taking & smaller if necessary). To prove that

the minimizer is at the interior, we remark that the function blows up as |z| — oo and t — T~
Moreover, if the minimum were at ¢ = 0, then

1 )
0<d(=+infe )= inf Ty — o+ ——— 4+ 5p ) <O.
(T i ‘p> (0.TjxRn <e et ‘p>
Hence, the claim is proven. Thus,
dets

T = Vetah) - TV (af) + aVe(ef) = 0,
)

Opus(t5, w5) — yu(th, v5) +

and  (—A) (5, 25) — 7% (—A)* Y (5) + 6 % (—A)%p(x§) < 0.
Furthermore, by (1.3), we have
—Tu(t§,x§) < =My uc(t5,z§) < 7 (SM Y, p(§) — My < (a5)).

4By Lemma 2.1 and taking the limit k& — oo at (2.12), we conclude [|u||Loo (0,7 xr7) < Ce. However, we do not
have a uniform bound with respect to e.
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Hence, choosing v = r, we have

. 1)
&WtMW@%h“m<_ﬁtEF

— 0 (D) p(x§) + 0 M p(x§) — Mg v (x5) + (v — r)i*(5)

’ 2 6(y — T)@(mg)) < C+0(9),

— b Ve (3§) + 0 b- Vep(as) + (—A) ¢ (5)

R

where C(n, s,0, A\, A, T, b, 7, 9]/ c2®n)) > 0. Since

€ _ EtE € 'f € _ €
(u — ) (t5,25) — nf ()

as § = 0 and [, is decreasing, we obtain

sup  fe(u® —¢°) = lim Sc(u® — )85, 75) < Clllczmn)-
(0,T]xR" 6—0

For the second inequality in (2.14), by Lemma 2.1 and the previous result, we conclude
1wl Loo (0,11 x Ry < C([|Be(u€ — 1<)

We finally prove that u, a solution of (2.9), converges to u, a solution of (1.2).

| oo (0,7 xRn) + [ oo ®m)) < CllY]l 02 @y 0

Theorem 2.1 (Approximation by Penalization Method). Assume that 1, b, v, and Z as in (i),
(ii), (iii), and (iv), respectively. Then, there exists a viscosity solution of (1.2) which is an ap-
prozimation of a solution u¢ of (2.9), i.e., u¢ —s u as € — 0T, and u € C*0"((0,T]; L= (R™)) N
15°((0, T} C20" (R™)).

Proof. We know by Lemma 2.4 that, for each ¢ > 0, u€ is a C’;ja’2s+ﬁ function. By (A.1) and
interpolation inequalities (see, for instance, [9, Lemma 6.32]), we have

”ue”ckW((Q,T];Loo(Rn)) + HUEHLoo((o,T];Czs—o+ (R)) < C(]|Be(uf — we)HLw((O,T]XR") + |’u€”L°°((0,T]XR7l))~

By Lemma 2.5, we conclude that u¢ — « in both Ctl_m; L2 and Lg®; C:%s—m norms as € — 07,
and u € C1=07((0, T); L (R™))NL>®((0, T]; C2~°7 (R™)). Moreover, ¢¢ —s 1) in C2 norm. To show
that in fact u is a viscosity solution of (1.2), let ¢ € C; 5 such that u—¢ has a strict local maximum at
(to,z0). Choose R > 0 such that 0 = (u—¢)(to, o) > (u—)(t,x) for (¢, x) € Br(to, o) \{(to, 7o)}
and consider (¢, z¢) the maximum of u¢ — ¢ at K = BR/Q(t(),xO). By the compactness of K, we
have (up to a subsequence) (t¢,2¢) —> (s,y) as ¢ — 07. By the definition of (¢, z¢) and its limit,
we have
(u = @)(to, z0) < (u— )(s,9).

Since (tg, zo) is a strict local maximum, (s,y) = (tg,z¢). Now, since u solves (2.9) classically and
the definition of (t€, z¢), we have

(O + (—A)°v —Zv® = b- Vo —ruf)(t5, %) < Be(u® — ) (L, z°),

where v€ as in (2.1), replacing u by u¢. By the uniform bound (2.14), we have that u(t,-) > v for
all t € (0,T]. By letting ¢ — 0T at the above inequality, we conclude

1, if v(to, wo) = ¥(20);
0, —AYv—Zv—b-Vov-— t <
G ZAv ”TW“W—%,mwmbwm.
Hence,
{atv + (=AY v—TZv—>b-Vo—r10)(tg, o) <0 if u(te, zo) > ¥(z0);

u(0,2) = ¢ (x) VxR
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Since (to,xo) is arbitrary, we conclude that u is a viscosity subsolution. To show that u is also a
viscosity supersolution, we remark that by the same ideas as above that for 0 = (u — ¢)(to, zo) <
(u—p)(t,x) for (t,x) € Br(to,zo) \ {(to, o)}, we obtain that

1, if U(to,xo) :1/J($0);

(8tU + (—A)SU —JZv—0b-Vov— T"U)(t(],lﬂ(]) > {07 if U(t(],:EO) > ¢($0),

where v as in (2.2). Thus,

O+ (—A)v —Zv —b- Vv —1v)(tg, x0) > 0;
’LL(O, ) =1,

and it follows that u is a viscosity supersolution, and hence w is a viscosity solution of (1.2). [

We now want to establish the uniqueness of solutions of (1.2). In order to do so, we introduce, in
the parabolic case, the sup-convolution and inf-convolution and the I'-convergence; see [5, Section
5] for the elliptic case.

Definition 2.3. Given an upper semicontinuous function u, the sup-convolution approximation uc
s given by

2
S
u(t,x) = sup {u(t—l—s,:n—l—y) - M}
(5,y)€(0,T] xR €
Analogously, if v is lower semicontinuous, its inf-convolution ue is given by

. (s,y)[?
€ t7 = f t 9 - .
ue(t, ) (s,y)el(ﬁT}an {u( +s,x+y)+ .

Observe that v bounded implies ©¢ and u. bounded.

Definition 2.4. A sequence of lower semicontinuous functions uy I'-converges to u in (0,T] x R™
if the following two conditions hold:
e For every sequence (tg,xr) — (t,x), Uiminfy_, o0 ug(te, zp) > u(t, ).
e For every (t,x), there exists a sequence (tx,zr) — (t,x) such that lim supy,_, . uk(tg, ) =
u(t, ).

In the next proposition, we show that we are allowed to change the set of test functions ¢ in
the Definition 2.1 of a viscosity solution by the set of functions that touch from above (below) and
that are punctually C5".

t,x

Proposition 2.1. Let u be an upper semicontinuous function such that Lu < f in the viscosity

sense. Let ¢ be a bounded function such that ¢ € Ct{;Cl’l punctually at (t,x). Assume that ¢ touches

u from above at (t,x). Then Lo(t,x) is defined in the classical sense and Lo(t,x) < f(t,x).

Proof. By the assumed regularity of ¢, Lo(t,x) is classically defined. Moreover, there exists a
polynomial ¢, quadratic in space and linear in time, that touches ¢ from above at (¢, z). Let

)¢ in B.(t,x),
T i (0,T] x R\ Byt ).

Since Lu < f in the viscosity sense, Lv,.(t,z) < f(t,z), and Lv,(t,z) is well-defined. Let

o q in BT(t7x)7
6 i (0,T] x R™\ B,(t, z).
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Thus, we have
£¢(tv$) < Eur(t7x) + (Mjs/;o - (_A)s)(ur - ¢)(tv$)
< Lu,(t,x)
< Loy (t,x) + (M;}O — (=A%) (vy —uy)(t, x)

(5(¢ _Q)(x7y7t))+ (5(¢_ Q)($7yat))
A
< fte)+ By(z) |y|nt2o dy+ /Br(m) |y |+ d

< f(t,z) +
for any € > 0, since both integrands are bounded by |y|2~2°~". The proposition follows. O

Of course, an analogue of Proposition 2.1 holds for supersolutions, and its proof is similar.
Analogously to [5, Propositions 5.4 and 5.5], in our setting we have the following:

Proposition 2.2. If u is bounded and lower-semicontinuous in (0, T] x R™, then u. I'-converges to
u. Likewise, if u is bounded and upper-semicontinuous in (0,T] x R™, then —u€ I'-converges to —u.
If u satisfies Lu < f in the viscosity sense, then Lu® < f + d. in the viscosity sense; if v satisfies
Lv > f in the viscosity sense, then Lv. > [ — d. in the viscosity sense, where de — 0 as € — 0
and depends on the modulus of continuity.

Proof. The first claim is just a generalization u¢ — w locally uniformly if u is continuous. For

the second claim, suppose that the f has modulus of continuity w. Let (tg,z() be such that

u(t,x) — ¢(t, x) < u(to, zo) — ¢(to, zo) = 0 for all (¢,z) € Br(to, o) \ {(to,z0)}, ¢ € Ctlu,? Define
|(s0 — to, yo — o) |?

n(s,y) = ¢(s — so + to,y — Yo + xo) + . )

where (s0,y0) is such that

|(so — to, Yo — wo)/|?
€

u(to, zo) = u(so, yo) —

Then, u(s,y) —n(s,y) < u(so,y0) — n(s0,y0) = 0 for all (s,y) € Br(so,v0) \ {(s0,%0)}, and so
Lo (to, wo) = Lv(so0,40) < f(s0,%0),
where v is as in (2.1), and v¢ as in (2.1), replacing u by u€. Since f has a modulus of continuity w,
we have f(sg,vy0) < f(to,xo) + w(|(to — S0, zo — yo)|). Noticing that u® > u, one has
|(s0 — to,y0 — x0)”
€

< u(s0,Y0) — ulto, zo) < 2||ull Lo ((0,7)xrn);

and we conclude
Lv(to, w0) < f(to,z0) + de;
where d == w(2||u|| Loo((07T]XRn)€1/ 2). The proof for supersolutions is analogous. O

The next lemma is a straightforward adaptation of [5, Lemma 5.8], since the main difficulty of
the operator L is the nonlocal part (—A)* — 7.

Lemma 2.6. Let u and v be bounded functions such that u is upper-semicontinuous with Lu < f
in the viscosity sense, and v is lower-semicontinuous with Lv > g in the viscosity sense. Then

LY (u—v)= (0 + (AP —b-V —r— M}O)(u —v) < f — g in the viscosity sense.

Proof. By Proposition 2.2 and the stability of viscosity solutions under I'-limits (see [5, Lemma
4.5]), it is enough to show that £ (u¢ — v.) < f — g + 2d, in the viscosity sense for every € > 0.

Let ¢ € C’tl’f touching from above u® — v, at (¢,z). Since v and v are bounded, then u¢ and v, are
2

also bounded. Since u® — v, is touched by above at (¢,z) by a C’t{ .

function, then both u¢ and —uv,
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must be Ctlu,f punctually at (¢,2). Moreover, by (2.1), we can evaluate Lu¢ and Lo, at (¢,z) in the
classical sense. Thus, by Proposition 2.2,

LT (u —v)(t,z) < Lu(t,x) — Loe(t,x) < f(t,x) — g(t,z) + 2d,.

Hence, LT¢(t,x) < f(t,x) — g(t, z) + 2d, since ¢ touches v, — u¢ by above. Thus, LT (u¢ — v.) <
f — g+ 2d, in the viscosity sense. O

We now prove a maximum principle for £Ltu < f. This is the key result for our comparison
principle of Theorem 2.2 below.

Lemma 2.7. Let u be a bounded upper-semicontinuous function defined in (0,T] x R™ such that,
in the viscosity sense, LTu < f in an open set Q C (0,T] x R™. Then, there erists a constant
C =C(T) > 0 such that

Slglzpu <C (HfJFHLOO((o,T]an) + S;;D“) .

Proof. For t € (0,T], set
du(t) == (M + €+ || f ]| oo (0,175 )

where v = 7+ 1, and € > 0. Note that LT ¢ (t,z) = (v — 7)dnr(t) > || f Lo (0,1]xrn)- Let My
be the smallest value of M for which ¢ps > w in (0,7] x R™. We assume by contradiction that
My > supgqe u. Then, there exists (o, zo) € € such that u(to, o) = ¢, (to) (by the minimality of
My), and so ¢ touches u from above at (tp,zg). Since u is a viscosity subsolution at €2, we would
have L% ¢, (to, z0) < f(to, o), a contradiction. Therefore, for (t,z) € (0,7] x R™, we have

u(t, ) < ¢y () < €7 (Mo + €+ || f ¥ oo (0,171xRm))
<el” (SSCPU +e+ ||f+||L°o((0,T}an)> :
Letting ¢ — 0, we conclude the proof. O

We now prove the comparison principle for (1.2):

Theorem 2.2 (Comparison Principle). Let u,v be bounded viscosity subsolution and supersolution
of (1.2), respectively. Then u < wv in (0,T] x R™.

Proof. We first notice that u(0,-) <1 < v(0,-). For ¢t > 0, if u(t,x) < ¥ (x), then v(t,z) > ¥(x) >
u(t,z). Moreover, by Lemma 2.6 we have LT (u —v) < 0 in the viscosity sense at {u > 1}. By
Lemma 2.7, we conclude u < v. O

As a direct consequence (combined with Theorem 2.1), we have the following corollary.

Corollary 2.1 (Existence, Uniqueness and Regularity). There exists a unique bounded viscosity

solution u of (1.2). Moreover, u € C&;0+,2s—0+ and u is approzimated by a solution of the penalized
equation (2.9).

Once the Comparison Principle is established, we are able to adapt preliminary regularity prop-
erties of solutions analogous to [3, Lemma 3.2]. We implicitly use that £ is translation invariant,
since b and r are fixed and Z is assumed to be translation invariant; see assumption (iv).

Lemma 2.8. Let u be a solution of (1.2). Then, for any fized t > 0, u(t,-) is globally Lipschitz and
uniformly semiconvex. Moreover, for any fized x € R™, the function t — u(t,x) non-decreasing.
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Proof. Fix v € R™ and define @(t, z) == u(t,z + v) + Clv|. Hence, @ solves
min{La + rClv|, & —1} =0 in (0,7] x R",
@(0,2) =1 in R",

where (z) == 1p(z+v)+C|v|. Choosing C = IVa| Loo (rn), if u(t, x) = 9(x), then u(t, ) < Y(x) <
a(t,x). If u(t,z) > ¢(z), then by Lemma 2.7, we have L1 (u—u)(t,x) < C|v|, and by Theorem 2.2,
(u— @) (t,z) < Cre’T|v], hence u(t,-) is globally Lipschitz®.
Moreover, for any fixed n > 0, the function a(t, z) = u(t + 7, z) solves
min{La, . — ¢} =0 in (—n,T —n] x R,
(0, z) = u(n,x) in R™.

We know u(t,z) > 1(z) so that, in particular, u(n,z) > 1 (z); therefore, by Theorem 2.2,
u(t +n,x) > u(t,x) for every n,t > 0.
Finally, denoting C' = 2 ”D21/J”Loo(Rn), for a fixed v € R™, we have

_ 2 . 2
At z) = u(t,x—kv)—i—u(é,x v) + Clv 21/1(1’4-?))4-1/1(21' v) + Clv > (a).

If u(t,z) = ¢(x), then u is semiconvex. Moreover, since Z is convex, @ satisfies

Cii(t, z) > %([,u(t,:n + o)+ Lult,z — v) — rCof2) > —%UP.

Hence, if u(t,z) > v(z), then by Lemma 2.7, L¥(u — @)(t,7) < rC/2[v|?, and by Theorem 2.2,
(u— @) (t,z) < Cre?™ /2|v|?. Since x,v are arbitrary, the Co-semiconvexity of u(t,-) follows, where
Co = || D*P| oo (gmy (1 4 1€7T). O

Our next lemma deals with basic estimates of our parabolic operator, which gives a Lipschitz
regularity in spacetime (see Corollary 2.2) and a comparison between (—A)%u and Ru at the contact
set {u(t,-) =} and the open set {u(t,-) > 1} (see Lemma 2.9).

As a direct consequence, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 2.2. If u solves (1.2), then u is Lipschitz in space-time with
HatuHLoo((O,T}XR”) + HVUHLO"((O,T}XR”) < 0(87 n, )‘7 A7 T, b7 T, ||1)[)HCQ(R"))

Proof. The Lipschitz regularity in space is just a restatement of Lemma 2.8. Now, since u solves
(1.2), by Corollary 2.1, u is the limit of solutions u¢ of (2.9). We denote by 0} the difference
quotient with respect to the time variable. Hence, w®(t, ) := e "t 0Puc(t, z) solves

O + (=A)"w" —b- V' = My w' + e 5w <0 in (0,T] xR,
w0, )] < [(b-V+IZ+r—(—A)°) | +4 in R",

where ¢ € L>=((0,T] x R") is nonnegative, and [0fu(0,-) — ,uc(0,-)| < J for h small for § > 0.
Hence, by the maximum principle, we have

107w | s 0.1y < €T (ClIEll 2y + 0)-

Letting e — 0™ and h — 0", we conclude the proof. O

SNotice that, by Theorem 2.1, we already know wu(t,-) is globally Lipschitz, but we have improved its Lipschitz
constant with Lemma 2.8.
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We notice that, since u € C1=97((0,T7; L (R™)) N L>®((0,T]; C*~°7 (R™)) (see Corollary 2.1),
we have

Ru € L*=((0,T]; C"(R™)) with v :=s— max{o,1/2}. (2.16)
Here, we choose this exponent for simplicity, but the following general regularity holds:
Ru € L®((0,T]; C*~0" (R™)).
Lemma 2.9. For a solution u of (1.2) and a fized tog > 0, we have

0 < (=A)%u(to, ) — Rulty,-) < +oo a.e. in {u(ty, ) =1}; (2.17)

(—A)%u(to,-) — Rulto,-) <0 in {u(to,-) >} (2.18)

Proof. Combining Corollary 2.2 and Lemma 2.8, we have that d,u > 0 a.e. Also, dyu = 0 almost
everywhere on the contact set {u = 1} so that

Ou+ (—AYu—Ru=0 in {u>1} and Ju =0a.e. on {u =}
This can be rewritten as
ou+ (—A)°u — Ru = ((—A)°u — Ru) X{u=y}- (2.19)

This can be understood not only in the almost everywhere sense, but also in the distributional
sense; incidentally, the right hand side is well defined by Lemma 2.5 and Corollary 2.2 implies that
(=A)*u — Ru is a bounded function.

Notice that (2.19) implies dyu + (—A)*u — Ru is globally bounded and vanishes in the open set
{u > 1}, so that we can infer u is smooth inside {u > 1}. We are then allowed to write, for a fixed
to > 0,

(=A)’u(to, ) — Ru(to, ") = —0Owu(to,-) <0 in {u(to,") > ¥},
which is (2.18).

Next, since dyu = 0 a.e. on the contact set {u = 1}, we have (see Lemma 2.5 and Corollary 2.2)

that
0 < (-A)’u—Ru < . (2.20)

for almost every (¢,x) € {u = ¢}.

However, we need the same bound to hold for a.e. € R", for every ty € (0,7]. Note that Lips-
chitz continuity of u, see Corollary 2.2, implies that the map ¢ — u(t,-) € L%OC(]R”) is uniformly
continuous. In turn, by (2.17), this implies weak continuity of the map

t—s (—A)*u(t,) — Rult,) € LE (R™). (2.21)

Now, consider € > 0, A C {u(to, ) = 9} a bounded Borel set, multiply (2.20) by X[t —e X4, and
integrate to obtain

0< / [(—A)Su - Ru] < O],
[t()—E,t()]XA

because, by Lemma 2.8, {u(t,-) = ¢} is decreasing in time and thus so is [to —€,to] x A C {u = ¥ }.
Since the map in (2.21) is weakly continuous, we obtain as ¢ — 0:

0< /A (A ults. )~ Rulto, )] < C14],

for all bounded Borel set A C {u(to,-) = ¥}. This concludes the proof. O



REGULARITY OF SOLUTIONS OF AMERICAN OPTION PRICING 15

3. HOLDER-SPACE DECAY OF FRACTIONAL LAPLACIAN

For a fixed ¢ > 0, we assume, without loss of generality, that 0 € 9{u(t,-) = ¢} and consider the
L,-harmonic function v : R” x RT — R given by®
Ru(t,O) 1—a
Y
1—a
where u(t, x,y) denotes the harmonic extension of u(t,z) to the upper half space, that is,

{Lau(t,x,y) = divy, [y“V%yu(t,x,y)] =0 forxz e R" and y >0,

v(z,y) = u(t,z,y) +

u(t, z,0) = u(t, z).

See, for instance, Caffarelli-Silvestre [4] where the authors characterize the fractional Laplacian as’
lim y%uy(t,z,y) = —(—A)°u(t,z) with a=1-—2s. (3.1)
y—0t

By Lemma 2.8, we have
u(t,z + h,0) +u(t,z — h,0) — 2u(t,z,0) < —2Cy|h|* for every h € R™,
so that the maximum principle implies
u(t,x + h,y) +u(t,x — h,y) — 2u(t,z,y) < —2Co|h|*> for every h € R" and y > 0.
This means that u(t, z,y) is Cy-semiconvex with respect to x for all y > 0 and, in particular,

Oy (y“uy(t, T, y)) < nCyy®.
Now, consider the function
0(x,y) = v(z,y) = (x)
and set A == {0(z,0) = 0} = {v(x,0) = ¢(z)}.
Lemma 3.1. The following properties hold.
(a) We have © > 0 in the set R™ x Rt \ A x {0},

(b) The function v is 2Cy-semiconvex with respect to x for all y > 0 and
By (y*vy(z,y)) < 2nCoy®;

(¢) For a.e. © € A,
lim y%o,(z,y) < Cylz|”
y—0t
and, for all z € R™\ A,
lim y*d,(z,y) > —Cilz|";
y—0t

(d) For all z € A,

Y
1+a 1-a
Proof. The first item only restates that wu(t,z) > ¥ (x). Next, (b) follows from the semiconvexity
of v and 1: we obtain that v is 2Cy-semiconvex with respect to x for all y > 0, which implies

Oy (Y 0y (z,y)) < 2nCoy“.
In order to show (c), we first use (2.17) and (2.16) to conclude that, for a.e. z € A,
lim "5, (r.) = ~(~A)"u(t.2) + Ru(t,0) < [Ru(t.2) - Ru(t,0)| < C1fz]".
y—

o(x,y) —o(x,0)

6By Ru(t,0) we mean the evaluation of the function Ru(t,-) at the point = = 0.
7Actually, we have lim, o+ y“Oyu(t, z,y) = —cn,a(—A)%u(t,x), and so we are taking the normalization constant
as cn,a = 1 for simplicity.
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Then, we use (2.18) (and again (2.16)) to obtain that, for every z € R™\ A,

linon+ y oy (z,y) = —(=A)%u(t,z) + Ru(t,0) > Ru(t,0) — Ru(t,z) > —Ci|z|".
Yy—>

Now we prove (d). For a.e. € A, we have

Y a5
o(x,y) — (x,0) :/0 w /0 s“</ Oy (T (x )dT+zli,%l+Z Uy(z, z)> ds
y gl
</ 1 <72n003 +C]a:\7> ds = nCo y? + Clel y' e
0

- 5@ a+1 14a 1—a
where the inequality relies in (b) and (c) above. Moreover, by continuity, the estimate holds for

every x € A. O

Now, let us analyze a first decay property of y*v,.

Proposition 3.1. There exists ¢ > 0 and p € (0,1) for which

Finf Y, (2, y) > —cp®, (3.2)

where Fr = Br X [07 777"] and n-= \/ %'

Proof. The result follows by induction. To obtain the case k = 0, we note

L_o(y*0y) = divay (y_“VLy(y“@y)) =divy,y (y_“VLy(y“uy))
= Ay (uy) + 9y (y~ "0y (Y uy)) = 9y (A:cu + y_aay(yauy))
= Oy(y "Lau(t,z,y)) = 0.

Then, since
lim y*0,(z,y) = —(—A)u(t, ) + Ru(t,0)

y—0t

is a bounded function, we obtain that y*0,(x,y) remains bounded, for y > 0, by the maximum
principle. This is enough for the case k = 0.
Now, assume that (3.2) holds for some k € N, where ¢ and p are to be chosen later. Set

_ 42sk [z oy
V(LU,y) = w—kv<4—k,4—k) .
The induction hypothesis (recall a =1 — 2s and v, = ¥,) reads

S N A A
llglf( vV = llglf( y) = cp® lll“alf [ (4’f’ 4’f)] cp® an vy = -1 (33)

So, in this renormalized notation, it is enough to show that

inf 4oV (z,y) > —p.
ISy

In order to do that, consider the auxiliary function

42sk<$ y

Vz,y) = PRV 4—k) where 9(z,y) = v(x,y) — (w(O) + V(0) - x) (3.4)
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Both ¥ and V are L,-harmonic functions. Also, by using the Cy-semiconvexity of v, we obtain

~ _ 42sk Ty r oy
Vi) =Vl < or [0 () o ()

ok
42sk B L ok

< |(0) — (47 x) + Vip(0) - (475 )| (3.5)
C 42(s—l)k

< . |z[2.

Moreover, Lemma 3.1(b) yields

~ — 27100

KW Vy) = %" Vy) = T m v (3.6)

Furthermore, both V and V are semiconvex in the set I'; with constant ﬁ
Let us fix L > Cjy yet to be chosen. As can be checked below, we can assume this constant
depends only n, a, and Cy. Set

= — [Rult, ')||CW(B1) 1— L 2 n o o
W =V @ - .
(z,y) (z,y) + T —a) ¥ T <!w\ TV >

We have the following properties:

(i) By a straightforward computation, W is an L,-harmonic function.
(i7) The semiconvexity of ¢ implies that, for every z € A\ {0},

00 = [ (50) - o0 - 00 2

< o [ (e) -+ () - - o] <o

(797) By the continuity of v,

B 42sk

(2:0)2(0,0) (@,y) i [U( ,0) = 9( )}

(iv) By Lemma 3.1(c), we have, for |z| < By5\ A,

ylglof1+y Wy(z,y) > 0.

Indeed, we have

= —Rult,)llov sy onL
@ — % ’ L 14a
Yy Wy =Yy Vy + c47k,uk C42(1_s)kﬂk(1 T a) Yy
1 (ﬁ)a ~ (ﬁ ﬁ) Ru(t, e sy N onlL -
T ocpk |\ 4k Y\ gk’ 4k 47k 20-5k(1 1 q) Y

Let y — 0" and recall that Cy is a Holder constant for Ru(t,-) to infer that

lim y*W, >

im y" Wy > —p [l + [Ru(t oo o] > 0.

In particular, (iv) implies that for a fixed z € By/g \ A, W(x,y) > W(x,0) for all (z,y) € (Bys \
A) x (0,4), once § > 0 is small enough so that W, (z,y) > 0 for all y € [0, ).

These properties and Hopf’s Lemma (see, for instance, [9, Theorem 3.5]) imply that the maximum
of W is non-negative and attained on oI’ /8 \ {y = 0}. Hence, this maximum is achieved either at
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a point on the top dI'y s N {y = n/8} of the cylinder or at a point on the side 9B, 5 x (0,7/8). In
what follows, we analyze each case separately. -
If the maximum is attained on OI'; sN{y = 1/8}, there exists 29 € By /g for which W (xg,7/8) >0
Thus, we have
Rutt, ey o B L

Vi(zo,n/8) Ak~ P kR
where A : (1;% and B = 64( +1) Smce 1 depends only of n and a, so do the positive
constants A and B. By the semiconvexity of V, see (3.6), we can write

— 2C0 2
V(z,n/8) > V(xo,n/8) + (ViV (x0,1/8), — xo) — e |z — @07,

so that, in the half-ball

HBy 5(0,7/8) = {2 € Byja(x0); (ViV(20,1/8),2 — z0) > 0},

there holds
”Ru(t?')HC’Y(Bl) > BL + Cy 2BL

Ak ik = 20k k= cq20=s)k k-

V(z,n/8) + A (3.7)

In the last inequality, we use the fact that L is choosen much larger than Cy. Now, recall V,, = f/y;
hence, Lemma 3.1(c) gives

1 P
ylinon y*Vy(z,y) < LI |z[” if V(xz,0) =0 and
o ) (3.8)
li —|z|7 if .
yi}%l yVy(z,y) > T |x|7 if V(z,0) >0

Integrate (3.6) with respect to y in the interval [0,y], with y < 1/8 to obtain
2nCon*! n*Vy(z,y)
]. V > Yy 9 .
yi%l Y (x y) + 042(1_5)kuk(a + 1)8“"‘1 = ]a

Integrating the inequality above with respect to y in the interval [0,7/8] combined with (3.7) and
(3.8) yield, for all x € HBy/o(w0,7/8),

. at ||Ru(t")”C“/(Bl) / L
Jm g V(o) + AT o 2 B e

where A’ = 8T,1f—1 and B’ = 2?;7:1 + ( a??);til +% are positives constants that depend only on a
and n. This is again possible because of the choice L > Cp.
On the other hand, suppose the non-negative maximum of W is attained on a point (zg,yp) €

9By s x (0,1/8). The definition of 7 implies 0 < y§ < 1+“ = Lt 5,2, Thus, since W (zg,y0) > 0,

ng2
- HRU( )”C’Y(Bl) L
>
V(zo,y0) + cAvk R = 2Tea2(1=s)k b
where D' = (1_’7;;%. We can repeat the argument of the previous case to obtain that
[Ru(t, ) (sy) L
l V D// 1 > _B// ,
iy y(z,y) + Ak A AT
for all x € HBy /9(20, y0), where D" = D' + &= 1, and B” = 2227—:71—#%.
In any case, there exist C' > 0, D > 0,y € [0,7/8], and Z € B /g such that, for allz € HB, /5(Z, ),
|Ru(t, )lcv (s C

li “y -D — .
yinoﬂ Yy Vylz,y) = Ak c42(1=9)k  k



REGULARITY OF SOLUTIONS OF AMERICAN OPTION PRICING 19

We observe the constants above depend only on n, a, and Cy. The choices
max{4™7,472"*} < <1 and c¢>2(C+ D|Rul(t, e sy)
then provides us with

1
li v, > —= 3.9
Jim y*Vy(@,y) > =5 (3.9)
As in case k = 1, we have that y*V,(z,y) solves L_,(y*V,(z,y)) = 0 in R" x RT. From this, we
now show that (3.9) and (3.3) imply that there exists ¢ < 1 such that, for every z € B, 4,

(g)af/y(x,n/zl) > 9. (3.10)
Indeed, by the minimum principle, we have
_ T, a _
f v, f V) < (=) V, 4 3.11
LaBf lim V(e y) < . y(z,y) < < 4) y(x,n/4) (3.11)

for all # € By /4. Then, (3.3) and Harnack’s inequality yield

1+ sup lim y*Vy(z,y) <C < inf lim y*Vy(z,y) + 1>
x€B5 /s y—0 zE€B5 /8 y—0t

for some constant C' > 0 depending only on s and n. Since HB, /5(Z,%) C Bs/s, by (3.9), we have
1 1 1
inf lim 3V, (x,y) > —= su lim y*V,(z,y) =1+ = > — — 1= —4.
SCEB5/8 y—0t 4 ( y) C erBl/l;)(l‘ 7) y—0t Y ( y) C C
By the above and (3.11), we conclude (3.10).
Next, integrate (3.6) with respect to y in the interval [y, n/4] to obtain
ARy ay; 2nCy a+1 a+1 é
d _ < _ < =
(4) Vy($777/4) Yy Vy(ﬂj‘,y) = 042(1_5)kuk(a + 1) (77/4) Yy =7 )

where C' = % is a positive constant that depends only on n, a, and Cy. We thus have

_ C
Yy Vy(z,y) > -0 — —.
c
First enlarge, if necessary, ¢ so that 6+C /K1 < 1; then, enlarge u (if necessary) so that 0+C /Ky <
@ < 1. Therefore, ~ -
Yy Vy(@,y) = y*Vylz,y) > —p,
for every x € By /4 and every y € [0,71/4], which is what we wanted. d

Once Proposition 3.1 is established, we show in a standard manner (see, for instance, [3, Lemma
4.4]) how a bound from below of the form infr, y*%, > —Cr® provides control of the L*-norm of
v in a smaller cylinder.

Lemma 3.2. For C >0, a € (0,1), and r € (0,1] such that infr, y*0, > —Cr®, there exists M > 0
for which
sup || < Mrot2s,
r/8
Moreover, the constant M is independent of r and depends only on C,a,a, and Cy.

Proof. We consider only the case where r > 0 is small, for ¢ is globally bounded. By Lemma 3.1(a)
and by our assumption, we have, for every (z,y) € Iy,

l—a

y
o(x,y) > 0(x,0) — C’r"/ 7% > — Cn " rot2s,
0

1—-a
This provides a lower bound on 2.



20 H. BORRIN AND D. MARCON

Let us assume, by contradiction, that the upper bound does not hold, that is, for any M > 0,
there exists (zg,yo) € I',/g such that 9(z0,y0) > Mrot2s. Our assumption, by integration, yields

- - C 2s C 2s C 2s
0(zo,mr/2) > 0(x0,yo) — WTQ—F% n 1g_oara > (M B ﬁ) Lotz

10 2s .
T o5s, We can write

In particular, for sufficiently large M > 0, namely M > =)o

M
0(zo,nr/2) > = rot2s,

Next, denote ¥ as in (3.4) and observe that the semiconvexity of 1 implies [0 — ©| < Cor? in I,
Then, the lower bound above gives
,r.a+2s

o(x,y) + + Cor? > 0 for every (z,y) €T

l-a
Now, By, 2(z0,nr/2) C Ty and (0,77/2) € By, /4(x0,m7/2), so that Harnack inequality, applied in
B,y j2(z0,m7/2), gives

M C a+2s C a+2s
— ot < sup |74 L + Cor?| < c(6(0,nr/2) + L + Cor? ).
4 By /s —a —a
Hence, there exists ¢g > 0 such that
C,r.oe+2s
9(0,nr/2) + Cor? > v(0,nr/2) > cgMro+2s — T—a Cor?
Recall 0 € A; then, by Lemma 3.1(d),
~ - nC'0772 2
0=12(0,0) > (0 2) — ———
CTQ+2S nC0n2
> oM a+2s _ 2 _ 20 2.
= OMT l1—a 4(1+a)r or
In particular, we have a bound for M:
1 Crot2s  nCon?
M < 2Cor? ) .
~ corots ( 1-a 4(1—|—a)r * 0T>
This is in contradiction to our assumption because the constant M > 0 should be arbitrary. g

We are now in a position to prove a first regularity estimate at a free boundary point.

Theorem 3.1. Let u be a solution of (1.2), and 1, b, v, and T as in (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv),
respectively. Then, there exist C' > 0 and o € (0,7) such that, for every r € (0,1) and every
zo € HNHu(t,-) =},

sup |u(t,-) — | < Crot® and (3.12)
BT(ZBO)
sup ‘ [(_A)Su(t, ) — Ru(t, )] X{u(t,)=v} ‘ <Cre. (3.13)

By (z0)

Proof. The estimate in (3.12) is a direct consequence of Lemma 3.2. In order to prove (3.13), we
assume, as before, xg = 0. Recall that, by the definition of 7,

(—A)Su(t,x') - RU(t,O) = — lim yaf)y(x,’y) = — lim yavy(‘rlay)
y—0t y—0+

and so
(—A)u(t,2') — Ru(t,z') = — 111%1+ Yy (', y) + Ru(t,0) — Ru(t,z’).
Yy—r
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By (2.17) and (2.16) we have that
sup | [(=2)"u(t. ) = Ru(t, )] Xqutur=s | < —inf Tim 570, (,3) +Cur”.
B, r y—0t
Now, if 1/4 < r < 1, then by Proposition 3.1 for k£ = 0 we have that

— inf hm Yoy (2, y) < e < der;
Br y—>

on the other hand, if » < 1/4, by taking 3 such that 3 < log, #~! combined with Proposition 3.1,

we obtain

—inf lim y®vy(z’,y) < — inf lim y%v,(2',y) <cp < cpk < a8,
By y—0+ B1/4 y—07+

Hence, choosing k large enough so that 4% < r gives (3.13) for a = min{3, ~}. O
Corollary 3.1. In the same setting of Theorem 3.1, there exist C' > 0 and o € (0,7) such that

| [=ayutt) = Rutt, )] xguey-an | ..o <

Co (Rn)

that is,
[(—A)su(t, ) - Ru(t, )] X{u(t, )=y} € Ca(Rn) N LOO(Rn).

Proof. Let « obtained in Theorem 3.1. Over the set A = {u(t,-) = v}, recall that the function
(=A)*u(t,-) — Ru(t,-) is bounded, by (2.17). It is then enough to show that, for |x1 — x| < 1/4
with z1, 29 € A,

((—A)Su(t, 1) — (—A)ult, z2) — Rult, z1) + Rult, xQ)( < Clay — 22|
Given x € A, let d(x, 0A) denote the distance from = to OA. We then analyze two possible situations.
e Suppose first that

|x1 — xa| < imax{d(:z:l,aA),d(xg,@A)}.

By Theorem 3.1, we have, for any r € (0, 1),

sup |u(t,-) — ¢ < Crot?,
By (z;)

In particular, u(t,-) = ¢ in the set S = Byjz, _a,((T1) N Byjz,—ap|(72). Also, we trivially
have

lu(t, ) — | < M = [Ju(t, ) — ¥l Lo @n)
outside the set Bi(z1) D Bjjs(2), and then

[(=A)° f(21) = (—A) f(22) — Rf(x1) + Rf(x2)] < Crlry — x2|”
, 1 1
w [ e

’x/ _ x1‘n+2s - ‘.’L’, _ x2’n+2s
— 1 ’
C’/ 7 2dr4+ M
|

x1—x2|

dz’

< Chlry —xe|" + C |z1 — 22| < Cl21 — 127,

where f = wu(t, ) — 1. Because H(—A)S¢||C%75(Rn) is bounded, this gives the result.
e If, on the other hand,

|z — 29| > %max {d(azl, aA),d(mg,aA)},
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we take Z1,Zo € A for which |21 — @1| = d(z1,0A) and |z9 — @2 = d(x2,0A). Therefore,
by Theorem 3.1, we have

[(=A)%f(21) = (—A) f(22) — Rf(x1) + Rf(x2)] < Crlry — x2|”
+  osup |(FAPfl+ osup (A f] < Oy — ol

Byjzy —ap| (1) Byjzy —zy)(22)

4. MONOTONICITY FORMULA AND OPTIMAL REGULARITY IN SPACE

We recall a regularity property provided by the fractional heat operator (see, for instance, [3,
Appendix A]); namely, if v satisfies

v+ (—A)°v=f
with f € L>((0, T]; CP(R™)) for some 3 € (0,1), then

Hat”HLoo((o,T];cﬁfoJr(Rn)) + ”(_A)SU”Loo((o,T};chﬁ(Rn)) <C (1 + ”f”LOO((O,T];Cﬁ(R”))) . (4-1)
Incidentally, we have shown in Corollary 3.1 and (2.16) that
du+ (=A)°u = [(=A)°u — Ru| x{u=y} + Ru € L=((0,T]; C*(R™))

so that (4.1) holds for our solution u. Hence, (—A)*u € C* %" and since u is bounded Lemma 2.5,
by [14, Proposition 2.1.8|, we have

u e L>((0,T); C2sta=0" R")).
Moreover, the lower order term has the regularity
Ru € L*®((0,T]; C*TV(R™)). (4.2)

Next, we consider 0 € d{u(t,-) = }. Moreover, let w : R” x Rt — R be the function which
solves, with fixed ¢t > 0,

{L_aw ~0 in R” x R, 43)

w(z,0) = [(=A)*u(t, z) — Ru(t,0)] Xy, )=p) (¥)  for z € R™
By the boundedness obtained in Lemma 2.9, the maximum principle for w, and the regularity

C*(R"™) of w(x,0) (given by Corollary 3.1), we have

sup  w(z,y) < Cre,
jaf2-+y2<r2

for a uniform constant C' > 0. Our goal is to obtain the estimative above with 1 — s replacing a.
In particular, without loss of generality, we assume that o < 1 — s.

We begin with the following lemma, which is the analogue of [3, Lemma 4.5].

Lemma 4.1. Let C > 0 and « be as in Theorem 3.1 and set

1 « «
525(0[’8):Z<a+23_§>'

Then, there exists rg > 0, depending on «,s,C, and Cy, such that co(Q N B,.) does not contain the
origin for any r € (0,19), where

Q= {z e R"; w(z,0)>r*to}
and co A stands for the convex hull of the set A.
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Proof. Let x € Q and assume, by contradiction, that 0 € co(2 N B,). By the definition of w, we
must have u(t, z) = ¥(x), or equivalently, o(x, O) = 0. Note that, for x € Q,

lim y*3y(2,y) = —(=A)*u(t,z) + Ru(t,0) = —w(z,0) < —r**.
y—0+

Moreover, by Lemma 3.1(b),
y v T
0(z,y) :/ Oy(z,7)dr :/ — <hm Py (z, p) +/ p 0y (2, p) dp> dr
0 T \p—0* 0

a+6 2s Y
< - / 2"00 / pdpdr

a+6 2s mC
= - Y + 1 0/ Tdr
0

2s 14+a
B ra+6y2s n00y2
S + .

2s 14+a

Now, by Theorem 3.1, we know ©(0,y) > —Cy“*25. Also, by the semiconvexity of ¥, given by
Lemma 3.1(b), we have

5(0,) + Vai(0,y) - < iz, y) + Cor?.
Thus, since 0 € co(2 N By),

sup  V,0(0,y) x> —|V,0(0,y)] inf |z|=0
z€co(2NBy) co(QNB;)

and we have

6(07 y) < sup 17(%, y) + C07’2-
z€co(QNBy)

Putting all these together, we have, for any r,y € (0,1),

B nCo ,r.oe+6y2s
C a—+2s U2 C 2 > 4.4
S e 55 (4.4)
In order to get a contradiction, we relate y and r by the formula y® = r*t2% so that (4.4) implies
Crd + =9 nCo pA0a o4y + C'or‘sﬂ > i
l1+a — 2s’
where v := 2 — a~!(a + 2s)(a + 25) which is positive by the definition of . Now, the left hand side
goes to zero as r — 0 and we have a contradiction for small values of r. O

We remark that § < ~, since 2s > 1 and o < 7. The next two technical lemmas are key
ingredients to prove the monotonicity formula of Lemma 4.4.

Lemma 4.2. There exists C > 0 such that, for every r > 0,

—a g ’ 2
limsup/ i 5 y(2w(:17 ?) )2 da > —Crotita,
oot Jp, (Jx? +y?)n=ima)/

Moreover,

. 2 2\ —(n—=1-a)/2\ _q 2 3., _
Jim, Bray((|:c| +1°) )y w(e,y)? dz = 0.

Proof. To show the first estimate, we begin by noticing the following properties:

(1) From Lemma 2.9, we have w(x,0) = 0 for x € R™ \ A and w(z,0) > 0 for z € A. Hence, by
the maximum principle w(z,y) > 0, that is, w(x,y) > w(x,0) for all z € R™\ A and y > 0.
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(#7) From Lemma 3.1, we have

nCo 14
<
Y Uy(a: Y) T11m0+7' Uy(a: T) + T

)

with the limit well-defined since —(—A)%u(t,z) + Ru(t,0) is Holder continuous on A and
smooth outside (by Lemma 2.9).
(#43) The function y®vy is a solution of

La(y"vy) = 0;
lim y*vy(x,y) = —(—A)%u(t, z) + Ru(t,0).
y—07+

Moreover, from Lemma 2.9, we have that w(x,0) > (—=A)%u(t,z) — Ru(t,0) and then, by the
maximum principle, w(z,y) > —y®vy(z,y) on R™ x RT. Since

w(z,0) Z—yli%l+y“vy($,y) in A,

the previous item implies that, for all x € A and y > 0,

nCo 1+a

w(z,y) > w(z,0) — TV

(4.5)

From (7) and (#ii), we have that (4.5) actually holds for all z € R™ and y > 0. Furthermore, since
w is non-negative and C, we conclude

nC’o

Py w(a,y) + (@, 0)] = Ky + )"

w(z,y)® —w(z,0)* > ~

for all x € B,, y > 0, and a uniform constant K > 0.

We now use the change of variable 7(y) = (ﬁ)lﬂl and define w(x,7) == w(z,y). Then, the
above inequality can be rewritten as
w(z,y)% — o(x,0)% > —K'7(r + r1/0F0)e (4.6)

for all z € By, y > 0, and a uniform constant K’ > 0. Using that y %9, (w(a:,y)2) =0, (zb(a:,T)2),
we have that

. y "0y (w(z,y)?) L O (w(z, 7))
hmsup/BT( d:z:—hmsup/Br (2T ( dzx.

0+ |$|2+y2)(n—1—a)/2 S0+ + 1+a)272/(1+a))(n—1—a)/2

To estimate the right hand side above, we consider the average with respect to 7 € [0, €] and we
use Fubini’s Theorem to obtain

/ / Or (@2, 7)") dzdr
: |l‘|2 1—|—(1) 7—2/(1+a))(n—1—a)/2
__/‘< Bz, ) ey,
’x‘2 (1 + CL) 62/(1—|—a))(n—1—a)/2 ’x‘n—l—a
2 2_2/(1+a) " ("T179)/2
——// w(z, )2 ]az\ + (1 +a)T > dzdr.

Observe that

—(n—1-a)/2
4 (]az\2 +(1+ a)ZTZ/(”“)) mEE o,
.
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Hence, by (4.6) and the fact that w(-,0) = w(-,0) € C, we have

" 2 _ gt 1/(14a)\« = 2
> 1/ <( w(z,0)* — K'e(r + € ) w(=,0) > da
B

€ ‘1”2 + (1 + a)262/(1+a))(n—1—a)/2 ’x‘n—l—a

_ ! 1/(1+a)\a 2a 2a
Ks oy, € | o e ],
B, L(|z?+ (1 +a)

- B, ‘xln—l—a € 262/(1+a))(n—1—a)/2 ’x‘”_l_“
= Ile + ,[25.
We have
lim I, = _Mﬂlﬂ—!—a — _K'C, gt
e—0 a-+1 )

For the second term I, we split the integral over B,s and over B, \ B.s, denoting these by I1_and
1226, respectively, and the exponent 8 > 0 is yet to be chosen. On the one hand, to estimate 1216, we

choose 5 € (m, ﬁ), and we have that
. C x|? Cnw
lim I2 — lim — # r=———""  Jim PRatat)=1 _
e—0 =0 € Jp, [z[r717e 2a+a+1 >0

On the other hand, for all |z| > €®, we have ¢2/(1+%) < |z|2, so that
(n—1—a)/2
(’33\2 T (1 a)262/(1+a)) <C <‘x’n—l—a I C62/(1+a)’x‘n—3—a)

and the term I2. can be estimated as

n 1+2« n—14+2a

p
I2e 2 - |: n—1— a+0€2/(1+a)pn 3—a pn—l—a

¢2/(1+a)
— _ = p2a+a— dp
€ Jes p? + Ce2/(1+a)

062/(1+a) r ot
= / p2 +a—2 dp
€ B

> O,/ (1Ha)-1 [1 4 (Pata—1)

Recall that 2 > 1+ a, and so we only need to consider the case 2a + a — 1 < 0, since otherwise we
clearly have lim o I3 > 0. Moreover, since 3 < 1/(1 + a), we have

2 2a
1482 —1) > 22 o,
TTa +B2a+a—1) T2

which also gives lim¢_,¢ 1225 > 0, so that lim._,g Isc > 0. Hence, we conclude that

lim i(I)lf 1. > —K'Cnvar‘”l*'“.
€E—

From this, we deduce

7] (u~)($ 6)2) /
. T ) > Tim i > _ a+1l+a
s || o T e ey 0 2 gt 2 —K G

which is what we wanted.
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To show the second claim of the lemma, we observe that, by the C%-regularity of w, we have

/ Dy ((|:17|2 + y2)_(n_1_a)/2) y~w(z,y)? dz dx

l—a
< Y
_/B'r (’x‘2+y2)(n+l—a)/2—a

n—1

l1—a " p
<Cy /0 (,02 + y2)(n+1—a)/2—a dp

L r pn—l
< oyt / d
=0y 0 (,0 + y)n+1—a—2a p

l—a

Yy _ 2
< Crm =Gy,
which gives
lim Dy ((!az\2 + yz)_(n_l_a)/z) y w(z,y)* dz = 0. O

y—=0+ Jp,

The next lemma is the result [3, Lemma 4.7] on the first eigenvalue of a weighted Laplacian on
the half-sphere. The result applies to our modified function w as proved below.
Let us denote by S® C R™"*! the n-dimensional sphere, and set

St =8"N{xpy1 > 0}.
Let us also denote
HY? = {h € HY2(3(S™)); h =0 on O(S™) N {zpp1 =0} N {z, > 0}}.

In other words, h € ,%”01 /? when it is Sobolev in the boundary OS" ~ S*~1 of the upper sphere,
and it vanishes on the upper part of the (n — 1)-dimensional sphere 9(S}) N {xp4+1 = 0}.

Lemma 4.3. [3, Lemma 4.7] We have

/\vgh\2y—ada
inf 2% —(1—s)(n—1+s),
S
S

n
+

where Vg is the derivative with respect to the angular variables.

Proof. For convenience of the reader, we reproduce the proof by Caffarelli and Figalli. Let

H(z,y) = (Vai +y* —zn)'~°

and denote by h(f) its restriction to S, which gives H = r1=*h(6). As shown in [6, Proposition 5.4],
h is the first eingenfunction related to the minimization problem above. If \; is the correspoding
eigenvalue, our goal is to show that A\; = —(1 —s)(n — 1+ s).

First, we claim that H satisfies L_,H = 0 for y > 0. Indeed, the function

G(‘Tmy) = ( V ‘T% + y2 - xn)l/2

is harmonic in y > 0 as the imaginary part of z — 2/2.

yields

Since H = G, direct computation

Lol = L oG = (14 a)y G Ay yG + (1 + a)ay—*G* (!VMG\Q - %) 0.

Next, since h is an eigenfunction, we have dive(y~*Vyh) = A1h. In particular,

Agh(0,1) = A\1h(0,1).
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Moreover, in spherical coordinates,

and we obtain
0=AH(0,1)+nH.(0,1) + AgH(0,1) — aH,(0,1)
—(1 —8)sh(0,1) 4 (1 — s)(n — a)h(0,1) 4+ Agh(0,1).
Therefore,

A1h(0,1) = Agh(0,1) = —(1 — s)(n — 1+ s)h(0, 1). O

We now prove the monotonicity formula: the result and its proof are found in [3, Lemma 4.8].
For the convenience of the reader, we reproduce the proof.

Lemma 4.4 (Monotonicity Formula). Let w be given by (4.3) and denote
B = {z = (z,y) e R" x R"; |z| <r}.
For r € (0,1], define

_ 1 [Vow(2)|?y—*
(10(7‘) T p2(-s) /B;r |Z|n—1—a dz.

Then, there exists C' > 0 such that, for all r € (0,1],
p(r)<C (1 - r20‘+‘5‘“‘1) :

Proof. Set

1 vz 2, —a
we(r) == T / —| wii)lti/ dz.
r20=9) Jptagsa 12|

By the Monotone Convergence Theorem, we can bound ¢ by lim inf._,q .. Moreover, we note that
©(r) is bounded by ¢(1). Hence, we only need to bound liminf_,o ¢(1). Let x : R™ — [0,1] be a
smooth compactly supported function with y =1 in By C R”. Thus,

Vzw 2 —a
/ /n‘ o 1’ —x(z) dz dy.

The definition of w in (4.3) gives L_,w = 0 and so we have L_,(w?) = 2|V, w|?y~® Then,
integration by parts gives

1 —a
< [ L7 (g e de

—a

— Vi (w? -Vxxxyidxdy—k 8, (w?)—Y
/6 R (w?) ( )2]2\"_1_“ R a )212\"_1_“

Using that L_,|z|"F1+e = C¥(0,0), we can integrate by parts once more to obtain

1 —a
/ / 2A:cX 2‘ ’n = adxdy+/ / wax -V <‘ 1= a>y dx dy
y=1
[e— 2 e —
Lo (qpres) oo

Yy~ x(x)
+ 0, 7dx
T e 2 g

)
y=e
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since (0,0) ¢ [e,1] x R™. Recall that x = 1 in By, that w is of class C2, and that supp x C Bp for
some R > 0, so that

1 —a
[ (ot v uvnta . (ke o) asi
SC/ y—a/ ‘T2_’_y2‘a+a/2+’T2+y2‘a+(l+a)/2> drdy < +oc.
€ 1

Moreover, since w is smooth for y > 0, we obtain

_ 2 1 —a
fo o (s )y xiyas

Using Lemma 4.2, we conclude that

T P e dCO e

< +00.
=1 RN 2|Z|n—1—a

y=1

< Tim
o(r) < hrgn_}élf we(l) < C.

Hence, we have that ¢.(r) — ¢(r) locally uniformly in (0, 1]. This shows, in particular, that o(r)
is well-defined. Now, take € < r and use again that L_,|z|7"*'% = C§(y o) to obtain

1—s L_q(w?) 1
/ a 2. —a
o.(r) = ——— / ———dz+ — V. w(z)|*y~*do
372 Jpragyse 12710 " Joprafysar

—a

__201-s) / WYy
rit2(1-s) OB N{y>e) ’Z‘n—l—a

1-s 9 1 —a
+ rl+2(1-s) /B:rﬂ{y>5} VZ(w ) -V <‘Z’"_l_a> y "dz

1
+ — \Vzw(z)\2y_“ do = A. + B. + C..
AB;F N{y>e}

do

We estimate each of these three terms. By Lemma 4.2 and the Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality,

1-— 1—s y ¢
lim A, = lim N,y %o+ ———— lim w?),—————
e—0+ r"+1 e—0+ 8B+ﬂ{y>5}( ry ri+2(1=s) o+ Bjm{yzs}( Jy |z|n—1-a

1-—5 1
_( rn+2) / 2 —a do — o / (wr)2y—a do — C,r,a—l
aBTHr aBTHr
1—s)? 1
_d=s)f w?y " do — — |V w(2)|?y % do
n+2 n
r aBTHr r aBTHr

1 / 2 — -1
+— |Vow|*y~*do — Cre™".
rn+2 OBy,

do

v

Also,
1—8)(n—1-—
lim B, = _(1=s)n @) lim w?y%do
e—0t rnt2 =0t JoaBn{y>e}
1-3s w2 1 —a
29 el—lgl* Bf n{y=e} o <|Z|"_1_“> ydo

1-— —-1-
__(=s)n-1-a) / i do.
r By +
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Hence, using that ¢, converges uniformly as ¢ — 07, we have that the distributional derivative
D, satisfies

1 _ _ A1 9 _
Drcpz—/ Vow|?y~%do — Cro~! + / wy *do,
7‘"+2 OBy, ‘ ’ 7’"+2 9B+
where \; as in (the proof of) Lemma 4.3. Consider W = (w — r®*%)~. By Lemma 4.1, W is
admissible for the eigenvalue problem in Lemma 4.3. We compute
VoW 2 < |[Vow|* and (w— W) +2W(w — W) + W? = w?,

to conclude that

A _ _ _
Tniz /63 [(w—=W)*+2W(w - W)y~ *do — Cr*~' > —CpPetizaz2 _ opal
r+

D,y >

since [W| < |w| < Cr® and |w — W| < @9, Therefore, integration in the interval [r, 1] yields
(,D(T‘) < (,0(1) + C,r,2a+6—a—1 +C0< C(l _|_,r,2a+6—a—1)
for all r € (0,1], since 1 + a > 0 and (1) is universally bounded. O

Now, we we are able to obtain the optimal modulus of continuity of w. In particular, we obtain
an improved regularity and the optimal regularity of the lower order and free boundary terms,
respectively.

Proposition 4.1. Let u be the solution of (1.2). Then,
[(~A)u — Rulxumyy € L=((0,TC*(R") and Ru € L¥((0,T]; C1=H/(R")).
Proof. Let n. be a mollifier, define w, := 7, * w, and observe L_,w, = (L_,w) *n. = 0. Moreover,

N nCo 1+a
14+a '

Set W, = (we — )+, which satisfies L_,W, < 0 in the set {y > 0} and

we(z,y) — we(z,0) >

a

= = nCo 14
We 9 - We 70 2 -
(2,9) = Welw,0) = —{=%

We now consider, for (z,y) € R” x R,
N - nC a
o) = Wl o) + (14 750 ) e
Note that L_,w. < 0 in the set {y # 0}, and

wﬁ(x,y) - ’LZ)E(J),O) 2 |y|1+a‘

Since W, is smooth in x, we conclude W, is a subsolution for L_, in the whole R™ x R. Then, let
€ — 0 so that

~ fe% nC a
le0) = (e ) = 400+ (1 50 )yt

is a subsolution globally. By Lemma 4.1, the convex hull of the set where w(-,0) > 0 does not
contain the origin and it is thus contained in “some half” of B,. In particular, w(-,0) = 0 in a set
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which is bigger than the other half of B,. So, by a weighted Poincaré inequality (see [8, Theorem
1.5]) and the definition of ¢ (see Lemma 4.4), we obtain, for all r € (0, 1],

/ w(z)Qy_“dzg Crz/ ]V/J)(Z)\Qy_“dz
Bt Bt

< Cr? [/+ ]VZw(z)]2y_“ dz + pntite
B;

§ CT”+2(<,D(T) + Tl—i—a)
< O (14 (),
since |V, @|? < |V, w|? + C|y|**. Then, since @ is L_,-subharmonic, we use Lemma 4.4 and get

. c - -
sup w? < . /B+ W(2)%y~dz < C(r'+e 4 p20%9),

4
B'r/2

Hence, for all r € (0,1],

supw < C’( sup w + roto 4 r1+“> < C’(rl_s + ra+5/2). (4.7)
B, Bt
r/2

We conclude by the same argument as Corollary 3.1 that

HwHCEQ(Rn) < C, where f,:=min{l—s,a-+d/2}.

As remarked previously, § < v, thus 8, < . Hence, by (4.2), we have
[(=2)u(t,) = Ru(t, )] Xquge,)—s) € C7*(R").
Therefore, we have
O+ (—A)u = [(—A)*u — Ru] x{u=yy + Ru € L=((0,T]; C7* (R™)).
Hence, by (4.1), (—A)u(t,-) € CP>=0"(R™), and by [14, Proposition 2.1.8], we have u(t,-) €
CPat25=0T(R™) thus
Ru € L*=((0,T]; CP>TY(R™)). (4.8)
By the definition of § (see Lemma 4.1), given ag > 0, there exists g > 0 such that 6 > §y > 0

for all o € [ag,1—s]. If B, = 1—s, the proposition follows. Otherwise, we apply the monotonicity
formula (as in (4.7)) k times and the argument above to obtain

supw < C(T‘l_s + ra+k60/2)’ Ru € LOO((O,T]; C«min{l—s,a-ﬁ-k60/2}+'\/(Rn))‘

Choosing k large enough and using the same argument as Corollary 3.1, the proposition follows. [
5. ALMOST OPTIMAL REGULARITY IN TIME
We note that Proposition 4.1 implies that
du+ (—A)°u = [(—A)°u — Ru X{u=yp} T Ru € L>=((0,T7; C'=5(R")),
which gives (see (4.1))
du and (—A)*u € L®((0,T];C* 570" (R™)). (5.1)

From this, we are able to show the first step of the iteration procedure that eventually grants us
the optimal regularity of the solution. We remark that by (2.16) and Proposition 4.1, we have

Ru € L=((0, T); C1 =57 (R™)).

1=s_ot,1-s
S

Lemma 5.1. We have [(—A)%u — Ru|x{u—yy € Cia

((0,T] x R™).
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Proof. We need to estimate
[(—A)su — Ru] (t, ‘/E)X{U(t,')mﬁ} - [(—A)su — 'Ru] (S, :E)X{u(&,):w}.

We notice that we only need to consider x € {u(r,:) = ¥} for some 7 (otherwise the expression
vanishes). Let 0 < s < t < T. By Lemma 2.8, {u(t,:) = ¥} C {u(s,:) = ¥}, we can assume,
without loss of generality, that = € {u(s, ) =¢}. If v € {u(s, ) = ¢¥}\{u(t, ) = ¥}, by Lemma 2.9,
the left hand side below vanishes and we can find 7 € (s,t) such that = € o{u(r, ) = ¢}

[(—A)su — Ru] (T, x)X{u(’r,-):w} = [(—A)su — Ru] (t, x)X{u(t7.):w}.

Then, we can estimate the free boundary part replacing ¢ with 7. Hence, we need only consider
x € {u(t,-) = 1}. In other words, we only need to estimate both terms

‘(—A)su(t,ﬂ;‘) - (—A)S’LL(S,$)‘, (52)
|Ru(t,z) — Ru(s,z)|. (5.3)
By the same strategy as in [3, Lemma 4.12], we bound the (5.2) by

/n [(=A)*u(t,z) — (=A)u(t, 2)| ¢p(z — 2) dz

+ /n [(=A)u(t, 2) — (—A)°u(s, 2)| ¢r(z — 2) dz

_|_

)

/n [(—A)u(s,x) — (=A) u(s, 2)] dr(z — 2)dz

where ¢ is a normalized smooth cutoff function supported in By, and ¢,(z) := r~"¢(x/r). Then,
the first and third terms can be controlled by Cr1=s=9" For the second term, we integrate by
parts (—A)® and recall the Lipschitz-in-time regularity of u (see Corollary 2.2), so that

|(_A)8u(t7x) _ (_A)su(ij)‘ <C <T1_S_0+ n (t — 3)) '

728
The choice 7 == (t — s)/(+9) thus yields
!(—A)su(t,a:) — (—A)%(s,x)! < C(t— s)%_
Analogously, we bound (5.3) by

/n [Ru(t7 ‘/E) - Ru(t’ Z)] ¢r(l‘ - Z) dz

o+

+

/n [Ru(t, z) — Ru(s, z)| ¢r(x — z) dz

+

)

/n [Ru(s,z) — Ru(s, 2)| ¢r(z — 2) dz.

By the space regularity of Ru (see (4.8)), the first and third terms can be controlled by Cr!=s+7,
By Corollary 2.2 and performing an integration by parts, we can bound the second term by

(t—s) >

C <(t —s5)+—+
r
Recalling that M}OU = Supyc.y, Lv, we have that for all € > 0, M}OU—E < Lv. Since |[¢r||p1(p,) =1
and the fact that L is an integrable by parts operator, we obtain

§/ ]u(t,z)—u(s,z)HM;}O(br(a:—z)]dz—i—e.

- M}O (u(t,z) — u(s, 2))p(x — z)dz

. M}}O (u(t,z) —u(s, z))pp(x — z)dz




32 H. BORRIN AND D. MARCON

Now, by the explicit form of Pucci operator (see (iv)) and the Lipschitz in time regularity of u, we
can bound the integral above by (t_f ) after letting € — 0". Thus,

T

|Ru(7§,$) — Ru(s,:n)‘ <C <7~1—8+’Y F(t—s)+ (t—s) n (t— s)> ‘

r r2o

Assume without loss of generality that » < 1 (otherwise, we have Lipschitz regularity in time).
Now, if 20 < 1, we have v = s — 1/2, and so

‘Ru(t,x) — Ru(s,x)| <C <7,1/2 F(t—s)+ (t;s)> |

and so the choice r == (t — 5)%/3

gives

|Ru(t,z) — Ru(s,z)| < C(t — )3,

Now, if 20 > 1, we have v = s — ¢ and so

|Ru(t,z) — Ru(s,z)| < C <r1_" F(t—s)+ (t — 3)> |

and so the choice r = (t — 5)1/(1+9) gives

|Ru(t,z) — Ru(s,z)| < C(t — s)ﬁ_g
Finally, observe that since s > 1/2,
1 1-s q l1-0_ 1-s

> > .
37 1+s M 15 s T 1+s

(5.4)
O

Thus, by (2.5), Lemma 5.1 and interpolation inequalities (see, for instance, [9, Lemma 6.32]), we

obtain
+1-s

1=s_
dw and (—=A)*u € G/} ((0, 7] x R™). (5.5)
The next lemma is the key ingredient to create a bootstrap in Theorem 1.1.

Lemma 5.2. Let o € (0, %) and assume
dpu € C5 (0, T) x R™) and (—A)*u € L®((0,T); C17%(R™)).
Then, with a uniform bound,

a)izs1—s
[(—A)su—Ru]X{u:w} € C’t(:r St

Proof. As in the proof of the previous lemma, we first consider = € {u(r,-) = ¢} for some 7, thus
without loss of generality, x € {u(t,-) =¥} C{u(s, ) =¥}, where 0 < s <t < T, and estimate

/n [(=A)u(t,z) — (=A)*u(t, )] ¢y (z — 2) dz

((0,T] x R™).

(=AY ult, x) — (=A) u(s,)| <

_|_

/n [(=A)u(t, 2) — (—A)°u(s, 2)| ¢r(z — 2) dz

+

/n [(—A)u(s, z) — (—A)*u(s, 2)] ¢p(z — 2) d2

Again, the first and third terms can be controlled by Cr!1~%. The second term we integrate by parts
to obtain

/n [(—A)Su(t, z) — (—A)su(s,z)](ﬁr(g; —2)dz

< (/R (00u(s, 2)| [ (—A)*y ( — 2)] dz) (t—s)

_l’_

/n [u(t, z) — u(s, z) — Qpu(s, 2)(t — s)] (~A)°¢p(z — 2) dz
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Since dyu(-, z) is of class C in time and [|(=A)*¢,[|11(p,) < C/r**, the last term on the right hand
side above is bounded by C(t — s)!7/r2s. For the integral in the first term, we use that dyu is of
class C'=¢ in space and that O;u vanishes at (t,x) € {u = 9} to show it is bounded by

C [ min{|lz —2|'"*, 1} | (=A)*¢,(x — 2)| dz. (5.6)
R
Since ¢ is compactly supported, |(—A)*¢(w)| < C|w|~"2% when |w]| is large enough. Hence, scaling
yields, for all w € R™,

C
rn+2s + |w|n+2s :

[(=4)%¢r(w)] <

Thus, (5.6) can be controled, up to a constant, by

/ o] dw+/ < L/ rwrl-dew/ o] =" dw + C
B, 7‘"+28 4 ‘w‘n+2s R™\ B, ’w’n+2s - Tn+2s B, Bi\B, .

This implies

min{|x — z|1_s, 1} (=AY (z — 2)|dz < C(1 + 7"1_33).
Rn

Finally, we obtain

t— S)1+a

[(=A)(ult,z) —u(s,z))| < C|r' 5 + ( Ot —s)(1+ 7173

7"25

Also, since a < (1 — s)/2s, we have

o< 1-s5)(1+a) 1 (1-3s)(1+«)

B 1+s B 1+s

Therefore, the choice r == (t — 5)(1+)/(0+5) ensures
[(=A)’u(t,x) — (=A)°u(s,x)| < C(t — S)(1+a)§;+§.

Analogously, we estimate

|Ru(t,z) — Ru(s,x)| <

[ TRutt.0) - Rutt, )]z~ 2) 2

+

/n [Ru(t7z) - R’LL(S,Z)] ¢r(l‘ - Z) dz

+

)

/n [R’LL(S,$) - Ru(s’ Z)] ¢r(l‘ — Z) dz.

1—s+vy

Once again, the first and third integrals are bounded by Cr For the second integral, we split

the integral into

|

+

/n [Zu(t, z) — Zu(s, z)| ér(z — 2) dz

/n [Vu(t, z) — Vu(s, 2)| ¢r(z — 2) dz

).

(5.7)
+

/n [u(t, 2) —u(s, )| ¢p(z — 2) dz
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Notice that the third term in (5.7) is Lipschitz-in-time, thus there is nothing to prove. For the
remaining terms, we proceed analogously and bound them by

C(t—s)<1+(t_s) +(t_8) + ! / \w\l_sdw+/ lw|™*" dw
BT- 1\ T

r 7‘20 Tn-‘,—l

1 / 1— 1-20—5—
+ |w] de—l—/ |w|" =75 dw .
Tn+2a B, Bi\B,
Now, we estimate the integrals above:

1 1
n—-l—l/ w|'™* dw +/ jw]* " dw < C <1 + —s> :
r Br Bi\B, r

1 1— 1-20—s— 1
T"+2J/B ’w’ sdw+/Bl\B ’w’ T dw SC<r20—i—s—1

1 if0<(1—s)/2;>

+ <1+ |log(r)| ifo=(1-s)/2;
14772075 ifg > (1-5)/2.

Hence, we conclude that, for o > 0,

1—st (t—s)* (=9 ( 1

|Ru(t,z) — Ru(s,x)| < Cr 7+C(t—s)< " + 20 +F+ Bote 1
1 ifo<(1-—139)/2;

+q 14 |log(r)] ifO':(l—S)/2;>
L4772 if o > (1—s)/2.

If 0 <o < (1—s)/2, then (recall that v =s—1/2)

\Ru(t,x) — Ru(371~)‘ < C <7‘1/2 + (t _ S) n (t — S)l-i-a N (t . S)) |

T T8
Then, by choosing r := (t — 8)2(1+a)/3, we have
IRu(t,z) — Ru(s,z)| < C <(t —g)aHe) 4 s)l—%sﬂw)) .
We claim that £(1+a) < 1—2(1+a). Indeed, the claim holds if, and only if (1+)(1+2s) < 3. Now,

since v < (1—s)/2s, we have (1+a)(1+2s) < 34s+-. Moreover, s+ < 3 <= 2s?+1-3s <0,
and the latter holds since 1/2 < s < 1. Hence, we conclude

|Ru(t,z) — Ru(s,z)| < C(t — s)1FT/3,
If (1-5)/2 <0 <1/2, then

— 35 1+« _ g
Rutt2) = Ru(o2)] £ € (1174 ¢ 9) 1+ g + 20+ 52,

T T8
Once again, by choosing r == (t — s)2(1+®)/3 we obtain
IRu(t,z) — Ru(s,z)| < C(t — ) F/3,
Finally, if o > 1/2, then

|Ru(t,z) — Ru(s,x)| < C <7,1—aJr (t—s)+ (t —s)lte . (t—s) ) |

7»20’ 7»20’-‘1—8—1
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Choosing 7 == (t — s)(17®)/(149) e obtain

|Ru(t,z) — Ru(s,z)] < C <(t _ s)(1+a)};_g bt — 3)1_(”‘1) zaﬁ;l) .

We claim that (1—1—0()%1—? < 1—(1—1—0()2”1175;1. Indeed, the claim holds if, and only if (1+a)(c+s) <
1+ 0. Once again, since o < (1 — s)/2s, we have (14 a)(c +s) < 2 + 2+ 2. Moreover,
s+ 2 <%« 2 (140)s+0 <0, and the latter holds since 1/2 < ¢ < s. Hence, we

2
conclude
1

[Ru(t, ) — Ru(s, )| < Ot — 5)1 T 0.
Thus, by (5.4), we conclude the lemma. O

We are now ready to prove our main regularity result.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. The global Lipschitz regularity follows from Corollary 2.2. Given a €
(0 1_3), denote by ® the affine function

) 2s

1-—s
1+s

P(a) =(1+a)

which is strictly increasing and satisfies ®(32) = 1=2. By (5.5), we can apply Lemma 5.2, which
gives
(12-0t),1-s

[(—A)su — Ru] X{u:w} S Ct,x s ((O,T] X Rn).
Then, by (2.5) and interpolation inequalities, we have
I=s_0+) 1—s
dyu, (—Ayu e ORI 0 1) x RY),

since ®(a) < % for a < % Next, we apply Lemma 5.2 and (2.5) iteratively to obtain

on(12—0%),1-s

o, (—A)°u € Cy e ((0,7] x R™),

T

which combined with [3, Estimate A.5] gives

1-—s
=—1-s

(~A)ue CZ " ((0,T] x R™).

Since ¢" (i—jrz — O+> — % as n — 0o, we also conclude

l=s_ot+ 1—s

du € C,x ((0,7] x R™). 0

APPENDIX A. REGULARITY RESULTS FOR Oy + (—A)®* = f wWiTH f € L™

We now adress the approximation of a solution of (1.2) by a solution of (2.9). The main ideas
are found in [13]. We already used the regularities (4.1) and (2.5) of the fractional heat equation.
However, in both cases the source f is Holder continuous. Nonetheless, we need a regularity result
when f is merely a bounded function in spacetime. Namely, for d;v + (—A)°v = f, we have

HUHCPOJr ((0,T);L° (R™)) + HUHLoo((O’T];Czs—o+ (R™)) < C(l + HfHL“’((O,T}x]R"))' (A’l)

In order to show (A.1), we proceed as in [3]: we notice that

v(t,x) = Ts(t) xv(0) + /0 Ts(t — 1)« f(7)dr,
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where T's(t,y) is fundamental solution of the fractional heat equation and it behaves as

t 1
T (t, )| ~ TEm 10 Ls(t, )| < Comm
trz 4y o [yl A9
t t ( * )

1
|vyrs(t7 y)| é O n+2s

1
DM (ty)| <C—
lyl %55 4 |y|nt2s’ DT )] < ly|? 752

t72s + |y|n+2s '

Since the initial condition of (1.2) is well-behaved (namely, it satisfies (i)), the first term is smooth.
Thus, we only need to estimate the source term. In order to do it, we will need the following
estimates:

e there exists a constant C' > 0 such that, for all h > 0,

h
——dz < C(1+ h); A3
/Rn RUEE 4 | 2|2 ( ) (A-3)
e there exists a constant C' > 0 such that, for all h > 0,
¢ t—7 : —n—2s 1 —n+2s
s dr < Cmin{h h }. (A.4)
0 (t—7)7 2 + hnt2s

The proof of both are very simple: for (A.3), one splits the integral into Bj1/2s and R" \ Bj1/as,
thus

h 1 1
__ d:< LB 1/25\+h/ L _qz<ca+n.
/Rn U Jpfnas T /R R\B, a0 12172

For (A.4), if h > 1, the bound is trivial, since the integrand is bounded by h~"~25; otherwise, if

7

h € (0,1], we split the integral into [0,¢ — h?*] and [t — h?%,¢], thus for n > 2 we have

¢ t—1T7 t—h? 1 t
/ ST dr < / (t=7)""* dr + s / (t —7)dr < Ch™"+%.
0 (t—7)7 28 + hnt2s 0 h s

For the time regularity of (A.1), notice that for u < t, we have

[o(t) — v(u)| < C (/ Lat= ) SOl dr+ [ 0= 7)== 1) 0) df) |

By (A.2) and (A.3) with h =t — 7, the first term can be bounded by

t
C|lf | oo (0,11 xR / 1+ (t —7)]d7 < C||fllLee (0,1 x R (t — ),

u

while the second term can be bounded by

Ol f (021 /0 min{t — w,u—7}(1 4+ (u— 7)Y dr

u

u—(t—u)
< Ol e 0275 ((t ) /0 (14 (u—r)Ydr+ /

< Ol fllzos (0,77 (¢ — )| log(t — w)].

For the space regularity of (A.1), since 2s > 1, we evaluate

(1+ (u—1)) d7'>

—(t—u)

t
[Vo(z) = Vo(2)] < Ol fllzeeo.r1xrm) /0 /R [VEs(t — 72 —y) = VI(t — 7,2 — y)|dydr.
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We split the space integral into {|z — z| < |z —y|/2} and {|z — z| > |z — y|/2}. For the first region,
by (A.2) and (A.4) with h = |x — y|, we can bound the integral (n > 2) by

Clz — 2| |z —y|min{|z — y| 7", |z — y| "} dy
{lz—z|<|z—yl/2}
< Cla — o1 +2572 / @~y dy + Cle — 2| o~y dy
{lz—z|<|z—y|/2L1} {lz—y|/2>1}

< Cla — 2*log |z — 2|,

while For the second region, by (A.2), (A.4) with h = |z—y| and noticing that {|x—z| > |z—y|/2} C
Bsjp—2(7) N Byjy—;(2), we can bound the integral by

1 —n+2s 2s—1
— dy < |z — z|*°*~".
/ R LS
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