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1. INTRODUCTION
In this work, we extend the framework from the authors’ previous work [9] and provide

a strict comparison principle for viscosity solutions to boundary value problems of the

type
Hf(x)=0, z€E,

Gf(z) =0, x€0E,
on a (partially) bounded, cylindrical space E with a boundary satisfying the exte-

(1.1)

rior sphere condition. This setup explicitly includes parabolic equations and elliptic
equations on spaces with corners, including, e.g., finite time horizon optimal control
problems, see [17], [18], [35] for an overview. Other extensions in this paper are related
to the treatment of unbounded solutions with growth in terms of a Lyapunov function
and the introduction of the choice of doubling penalization.

Our results recover the classical results on oblique derivative problems for second-
order partial differential equations on a quadrant, see |15], [16], as well as more recent
generalizations, cf. [5]-]7], [21], [27], and extend them to include jump terms, appearing,
for example, in the context of model uncertainty for Lévy processes, cf. [14], [23], [32],
53],

Viscosity solutions were first introduced in the seminal paper [12], where Hamilton—
Jacobi equations, but especially Dirichlet and Cauchy problems on bounded domains,
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were among the first motivating examples. Since then, both elliptic and parabolic equa-
tions of first and second order have been extensively treated in the literature, for foun-
dational results see [2], [10], [13], [24], [26], [30] and for more specialized results, for
non-standard spaces and boundary conditions, see [3], [1], [15], [16], [25].

We refer to the User’s Guide, cf. [11], for an overview of uniqueness results for prob-
lems including second-order terms as well as the needed adjustments of the well-known
Crandall-Ishii Lemma when moving from elliptic to parabolic equations and from un-
bounded to bounded spaces. Integral operators related to jump processes have been
treated in [1], [21], [23], [25], [29].

Here, we phrase the Crandall-Ishii Lemma in terms of test functions and the estimate
on the difference of Hamiltonians in terms of couplings of operators by adapting our
previous work [9] to the new setting, see Section 3.1.

The main result of this work, Theorem 3.14, provides a strict comparison principle for
boundary value problems of form (1.1), where, in the interior, we consider Hamiltonians
H of the type

Hf(r) = (), V() + 3 T (557 (@)D f()

+ [ 1@ +2) = 1) = X,00/(2) (2, T @)] palde) + H(VF(a)) - (12)
as well as their Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) version

Hf(x) = ggg{Hef(:v) —Z(x,0)},

where Hy are Hamiltonians as in (1.2) but with # dependent coefficients and Z is an
appropriate cost function. The exact form of the boundary operator G depends on the
the geometry of the underlying space, see the discussion at the beginning of Section 3.2.
In practice, the combination of coefficients of the boundary value problem that we can
treat depends on the existence of an appropriate Lyapunov function, and thus indirectly
on the geometry of the space as well, cf. Remark 4.1.

The key results in this work, Propositions 5.3, 5.6, and 6.3, and the main result,
Theorem 3.14, rely on the existence of a Lyapunov function for the boundary value
problem. While in the first two propositions the Lyapunov function is used to allow
for unboundedness of solutions, in Proposition 6.3 it is used to reduce the problem to
the boundary and, consequently, show the comparison principle result. The role of the
Lyapunov function in the reduction step is thus, in spirit, similar to the literature on
the so called twin blow-up method, cf. [19], [20], [31].

Though we adapt the framework first presented in [9], the treatment of unbounded
solutions and choice of doubling penalizations, but most importantly the boundedness
(and potential irregularity) of the underlying space, introduce additional difficulties in
the constructions of optimizers and test functions in Section 5 as well as the proof of
the strict comparison principle in Section 6, which are overcome in this work.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 contains the basic defini-
tions. Section 3 sets up the framework and states the main result as well as necessary
assumptions. In Section 4, we apply the main result first to parabolic equations and
then to elliptic equations on the quadrant. The modified optimizer and test function
construction is contained in Section 5, while the proof of the main theorem can be found
in Section 6.
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2. PRELIMINARIES AND GENERAL SETTING

2.1. Notation and Preliminaries. Throughout the paper, for ¢1, ¢ € N, we consider
a closed and bounded set 1 C R?% and a closed set Fo C R%, and denote F = F; X Fo».
We assume that, for ¢ € {1,2}, the interior of E; is a domain, i.e., non-empty and
connected. We endow E with the product topology and metric d? = d? + d3, where, for
i € {1,2}, d; is the Euclidian distance on R%. Furthermore, we denote the boundary of
E as OF and its interior as E. We denote the set of outward normals at = € OF as Ny.
Furthermore, we impose the exterior sphere condition on FE, i.e., there exists a rg > 0
such that, for all z € 0F and outward normal vectors n(z) € N, we have

Byy(x +rn(x))NE =0.

Denote the set of upper and lower semicontinuous functions as USC(E) and LSC(E),
respectively. Let C(E) and Cy(F) be the set of continuous and bounded continuous
functions. For k € N, let C*(E) denote the space of all real-valued functions on E that
are k-times continuously differentiable. Let CF(E) the set of all functions in C*(E) with
bounded derivatives up to order k € N. We write C,(E) and C;(FE) for the set of con-
tinuous functions on F that are uniformly bounded from above and below, respectively.
Moreover, we write

CL(E):={f € C(E)| f has compact sub-level sets},
C_(E):={f € C(F)| f has compact super-level sets},
C.(E):={f € C(F)| f is constant outside of a compact set}.
We furthermore define the following intersections: C%(E) = C.(E) N C%(E),
CI(E)=C4(E)NC*E), C2(E)=C_(E)NC*E).
Moreover, C°(E) denotes the space of all smooth functions that are constant outside
of a compact set.

For a,b € R, we write a V b := max{a,b} and a A b := min{a,b}. We denote the
supremum norm by | - |, that is

|fI = sup | f(z)],
zeE

for f € Cy(F), while, for u € C(FE), we use the notation
[u] =supu(xz) or |u]:= inf u(x)
xeF zeE
for a supremum or infimum over the entire space and

[u]o = gsclelgu(a:) or |ulqo= muelgu(:t:)

for a supremum or infimum over a subset C' C E, respectively.

For two functions f,g: E — R, we say that f € o(g), if, for all § > 0, there exists a
radius r > 0 such that, for all x € E with |z| > r, we have |f(z)| < d|g(x)].

As we make frequent use of them, we distinguish the direct sum on £ = Ey X E»
from the direct sum on F x E: For functions fi: £y — R and fo: Fs — R, a vector of
constants C' = (C1,Cs) € R?, and = = (11, 22) € By x Eo, we denote the direct sum on
FE as

Cf(:L‘) = lel(l'l) + Cgfg(xg).
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If C € R, we identify C = (C, C) to define Cf(z). For the direct sum on E x E, we use
the usual notation and, for fi, fo € C(E), write f1 & fo, f1 © fo € C(E x E) to mean
(f1 & fo)(z,2)) = fi(z) + fo(a') and (fi & fo)(z,2") = fi(z) — fa(a)

for all z,2" € E. Furthermore, for two sets of functions Fy, F, C C(F), we define
FroR={noflicF,foeF} and FioF ={fi0filfi € Fi,f: € F}.
For a vector of constants C' = (C1,C) € R?, we write
IBC =(1+C1+Cy), 18BC:=(1-C1—Cy).

We say that a function w: [0,00) — [0,00) is a modulus of continuity, if w is upper
semi-continuous with w(0) = 0. We say that a function f admits a modulus of continuity
wg: [0,00) — [0,00) on a compact set K C E if, for all z,y € K, we have

[f(z) = f(y)| < wi(d(z,9)).

A function ¢: E — R is called semi-conver with constant x € R if, for any g € F,
the map

71 ¢(x) + 5 (w, o)

is convex. Moreover, ¢ is called semi-concave with constant k € R if —¢ is semi-convex
with constant —k.

We say that a function f € C(E,R%%%) is one-sided Lipschitz if there is some
constant C' € R such that, for all x,y € F,

(x =y, f(x) = fy)) < Cd*(x,y).
For any z € E, let s, : E — R%T% be the shift map
s(z) =x — 2.
For any 21,2 € E and function ®: E? — R, let
Bapes () 1= B (52, (1), 52, (1)) (2.1)

2.2. Operators. We consider operators H C C(E) x C(FE), where we identify H by
its graph. As usual, the domain of H is given by

D(H):={fe€C(E)|IgeC(E): (f,9) € H}.
Let Hy,Hy C C(E) x C(E). We define
Hy+ Hy =A{(f,91 +92) | (f,91) € H1,(f,92) € Ha},
which is an operator with domain
D(H, + Hy) == D(H;) N D(Hs>).
We say that H is linear on its domain if, for any f,g € D(H) and a € R such that

af +g € D(H), we have
H(af+g)=aHf+ Hyg.

2.3. Viscosity solutions. For operators F; C Cj(E) x C(E), G1 C Ci(0F) x C(OF)
and Fy C Cyu(E) x C(E), Gy C Cy(0F) x C(OF), we consider the boundary value
problems

_JRf(x), ifrek,
Hif(@) = {Glf($), if € OF,

Ff(x), ifzekFE,

and  Haf(z) = {Ggf(:z:), it 2 € OF,
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and study the equations
Hif <0,
Hyf > 0.
The notion of viscosity solution is built upon the maximum principle.

Definition 2.1 (Maximum principle). We say that operators H; C C(E) x (C(E) N
USC(E)) and H, C C(E) x (C(E) NLSC(E)) satisfy the mazimum principle if, for all
fi, f2 € D(H;) and zp € F with

hilwo) = fa(wo) = sup{filw) = falw)},

we have
H fi(zo) < Hi fa(z0)
and, analogously, for all fi, fo € D(Hz) and z¢ € F with

f1(z0) — fa(z0) = gg]fg{fl(l‘) — fa()},

we have
Hs f1(x0) > Ha fa(xo).

Observe that every operator H C C(E) x C(F) that satisfies the maximum principle
is single-valued, i.e., for all f € D(H),

#lge C(E) | (f,9) e H} =1

As we want to treat unbounded solutions, we have to specify growth bound for the
solutions. We phrase this growth in terms of a function ¥ with compact sublevel sets.
Later, the containment function, cf. Definition 3.9, will play the role of V. In the
definition of viscosity solution below, intuitively, one takes f ~ f+V in the definition of
subsolutions and f ~ f —V in the definition of supersolutions, where f is some bounded
smooth function, e.g., f € C°(E).

Definition 2.2 (Viscosity sub- and supersolutions). Let F; C Ci(E) x C(E), G1 C
C1(OF) x C(OF) and Fy C Cy(E) x C(E), G2 C Cy(0F) x C(JF) be operators with
domains D(F1), D(G1), D(Fz), and D(G2), respectively. Then, for fi € D(F;) with
filog € D(Gy), let

Fifi(z), ifz ek,

() = L0 .

min { F1 f1(z), G1fi(z)}, if z € OF,
be an operator with domain D(H;) = D(F1) N D(G1) and, for fo € D(Fy) with falgp €
D(Gg), let

(2.4)

Fsfo(x), ifxeF,
Hy fo(x) = 2f2() .
max { Fb fo(z), Gafo(z)}, if z € OF
be an operator with domain D(Hz) = D(F3) N D(Ga).
(a) An upper semicontinuous function u: E — R is called a (viscosity) subsolution

to (2.2) if, for all (f,g) € Hy with f € D(H;) N C4(E), there exists a sequence
(Zn)nen C E such that

lim w(zy) — f(zn) = supu(z) — f(x),

n—oo xcE

(2.5)

lim sup g(zy,) < 0.

n—oo
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(b) A lower semicontinuous function v: E — R is called a (viscosity) supersolution
to (2.3) if, for all (f,g) € He with f € D(Hz) N C_(E), there exists a sequence
(Zn)nen C E such that

Jim v(en) — flan) = inf o(z) ~ f(2),

liminf g(z,) > 0.
n—o0

A function u € C(E) is called a (viscosity) solution if it is both a subsolution to (2.4)
and a supersolution to (2.5).

Working with test functions that have compact sub- or superlevel sets respectively,
an approximating sequence can be replaced by an optimizing point in the definition of
sub- or supersolution. See |9, Lemma D.1]|.

Remark 2.3. Note that the subsolution u and supersolution v as well as their respective
test functions f in the above definition might be unbounded. For a setting with bounded
sub- and supersolutions, but especially bounded test functions, we refer to the setting
in [9] with sequential denseness.

Associated with the definition of viscosity solutions, we introduce the comparison
principle on spaces with boundary, which implies uniqueness in the viscosity sense for
solutions to equations of the form H f = 0. We additionally introduce the strict com-
parison principle, which is a stronger notion. For a discussion on the strict comparison
principle, we refer to [9].

Definition 2.4. We say that the equations (2.2) and (2.3) satisfy

(a) the comparison principle if, for any subsolution u to (2.2) and any supersolution
v to (2.3), we have
sup u(z) —v(z) < sup u(x) — v(x).
zeE z€0F
(b) the strict comparison principle if, for any subsolution u to (2.2), any supersolu-
tion v to (2.3), any compact set K C F and ¢ = (1,e2) with €1,e9 > 0, there
exist a compact set K = K(K,e,u,v) C 9F and a constant C = C(u,v) such
that we have
sup u(z) — v(z) < eC + sup u(x) — v(x).
zeK zeK
Note that also in the setting with boundary, the strict comparison principle implies
the comparison principle: The strict comparison principle implies that, for any z¢g € E
and € = (e1,e9) with 1,69 > 0, there exists a constants C' = (C1, C3), independent of
e, and a compact set K C JF such that
u(zo) — v(zg) < eC + sup u(x) —v(x) <eC+ sup u(x) — v(z).
zeK r€0E
Now, letting 1,62 | 0 and taking the supremum over all zg € E, the comparison
principle follows.

3. SETUP AND MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we adapt the framework in 9] to the setting of (partially) bounded
spaces. Our main result, Theorem 3.14, is a strict comparison principle for equations
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of the type
Hf@%=£gﬂ%f@%4ﬂ%®}ZzgﬁAw@ﬁ+Bw@0—I@ﬁH (3.1)

in Hamilton—Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) form.

Section 3.1 introduces the framework and its core concepts. Section 3.2 states the
strict comparison principle, while the necessary technical assumptions are deferred to
Section 3.3.

3.1. Concepts of the framework. In this subsection, we give the main definitions
underlying our framework. We consider operators of the form

H=A+B,

where A is a stochastic part, which we can couple in the sense of the Definition 3.3 below,
and B is a deterministic part, which we require to be a convex semi-monotone operator
in the sense of Definition 3.6 below. Later, H will play the role of Hy in equation (3.1).
Definition 3.1 (Coupling). Let A C C(E) x C(E) and A C C(E?) x C(E?) be linear
on their respective domains. We say A is a coupling of A if D(A) & D(A) C D(A) and,
for any fi, fo € D(A), we have

A(fr® fo) = Af + Afa.
Recall the notation @, ,/ introduced in (2.1).

Definition 3.2 (®-controlled growth). Let A C C(E?) x C(E?). For some function
®: E? - R, we say that A has ®-controlled growth if, for any @ = (a1, 2) with
ai,ap > 1 and 2,2' € E, we have a®, . € D(/T)

In addition, for any compact set K C FE, there exists a modulus of continuity

w3 gt [0,00) = [0,00) and z,2',y,y" € K such that

A\ (aq)z—y, a:’—y’) (LL’, .73/) < w,&[( (a((d('xa y) + d(ylv x/))2 + (P(ya y/))
+me+mmw+¢mwn.

Definition 3.3 (®-controlled growth coupling). Let A C C(F) x C(E) and AC
C(E?) x C(E?) be linear on their respective domains. We say A is a ®-controlled
growth coupling of A if the following properties are satisfied:

(a) A satisfies the mazimum principle, cf. Definition 2.1.

(b) A is a coupling of A, cf. Definition 3.1.

(¢) A has ®-controlled growth, cf. Definition 3.2.

Definition 3.4 (Local first-order operator). We say that B C C(FE) x C(E) is a local
first-order operator if there exists a continuous map B : E x R#7% — R such that, for
any f € D(B), we have Bf(z) = B(z,V f(x)).

Definition 3.5 (Local semi-monotonicity w.r.t. ®). Let B C C(E) x C(E) be local
first-order for some B, cf. Definition 3.4. For some function ®: E? — R, we say that B
is locally semi-monotone w.r.t. ® if, for any compact set K C FE, there exists a modulus
of continuity wg g : [0,00) — [0,00) such that, for all z,y € K and a = (o1, ag) with
a1, a9 > 1, we have

B(z,a(z —2')) — By, a(z —2')) < wpk (a(d*(z,2') A ®(z,2")) +d(z,2') + ®(z,2)).
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Definition 3.6 (Convex semi-monotone operator w.r.t. ®). We say that B C C(FE) x
C(E) is a conver semi-monotone operator w.r.t. ® if the following properties are satis-
fied:
(a) BC C(F) x C(E) is locally semi-monotone w.r.t. ® for some B, cf. Definition
3.5.
(b) For all x € E, the map p — B(z,p) is convex.

As before in 9], the proof of the comparison principle will use a perturbed doubling-
of-variables type argument on the optimization problem sup(u — v). To that end, we
need a doubling penalization and the following perturbation functions:

e We need a function V that allows us to (1) work with compact sets and (2)
serves as a growth bound if E5 is unbounded, see Definition 3.9.

e Since we want to construct optimizers using a Jensen-type result, cf. Proposition
A1, we need families of locally linear perturbation ¢, . and localization &, cf.
Definition 3.12.

Definition 3.7 (Doubling penalization). For i € {1,2}, we say that a function ¢;: E; X
E; — [0,00) is a doubling penalization for E; if

(a) ¢; is lower semi-continuous and semi-concave with semiconcavity constant xg, .

(b) ¢; separates points, i.e., for all z;,y; € E; with x; # y;, we have ¢;(z;, z;) =0

and qbl(xl, yz) > 0.
We say that a function ®: E x E — [0,00) is a doubling penalization if
(2, y) = d1(z1,y1) + P2(z2,92),

where x,y € E and ¢1, ¢2 are doubling penalization for F; and Fjs.
Example 3.8 (Doubling penalization). The prototypical choice of doubling penaliza-
tion is ¢;(z,2’) = 3d3(z,2’) for i € {1,2}.
Definition 3.9. For i € {1,2}, we call V; : E; — R a containment function for E; if we
have

(a) V; is bounded from below,

(b) V; is semi-concave with semi-concavity constant ky;,

(c) for every ¢ € R, the set {y|Vi(y) < ¢} is compact.
We the call V: E — R a containment function if

V(z) = Vi(z1) + Va(z2),
where z € F and Vi, V5 are containment functions for F; and FEs.

Depending on the operator and the underlying space, typical examples of containment
functions in the literature are Vj(z) ~ x or Vj(x) ~ 22 but also V;(x) ~ log(1 + x?) for
i € {1,2}. Later, in Section 4, we will use the following containment functions

Example 3.10 (Containment functions). Let i € {1,2}. Depending on the operator,
if OF; # (), we consider
(x +1.5)2

Vi(x) =2 or Vj(x)=log <1+ 5

>+CH5

where Cp is a constant depending on the operator. For 0F; = (), we consider

1
Vi(z) = log (1 + 2952) .
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Note that all examples have semi-concavity constant xy; = 1.

In the course of the proof, we use that the containment function V acts like a Lya-
punov function for the Hamiltonian H, which means that the action of the operator on
the containment function should be bounded. In the case that the underlying space is
(partially) bounded in E;, for some i € {1,2}, we additionally require that the action
of the operator is negative in that direction.

Remark 3.11. Note that, in the case that F; is unbounded, there is a tradeoff when
choosing a containment function between allowing for stronger growth of the solution
and still being able to control the action of the operator on the containment function,
i.e. the requirement that the containment functions need to be a Lyapunov function.
Consider, for example, the operator H f(x) = (x, V f(x)), which has bounded action for
log(1 + 2?) but not 2.

The next definition contains the perturbations for the Jensen-type perturbation pro-
cedure, cf. Proposition A.1, which we use to find new optimizers, in which the second
derivatives exist. As before, we use families of locally linear functions ¢, . as a first-order
penalization and families of localization functions &, as second-order penalization. The
procedure is performed for E7 and F» separately, the perturbations have the structure
of a direct sum on E. The structure of the penalizations is motivated by the usual
prototypical examples of lines and parabolas, i.e.

Cep(®) = Clzy py (T1) + 2,202 (T2) = (1,71 — 21) + (P2, T2 — 22), (3.2)
1
§:(x) = &1,z (1) + 2,20 (22) = §(d%(ﬂ?1, 21) + di(x2, 22)), (3.3)
centered at some z € E and with slopes p = (p1,p2) € R1114e,

Definition 3.12 (Point penalizations). Let i € {1,2}. We call collections of maps
{C@Zi,Pi}ZiEEuPiEqu - C<EZ) and {‘Sl,zz}zzEEz - Cl(Ei)> Ci,zmpi : B — R and fi,zi DB —
R sets of first and second order point penalizations on E;, respectively, if there exist
constants R; > 0 and k¢, > 0 such that for all z; € E;:

(a) iz p; 1s linear in terms of p; around z;:

Gizipi (Yi) = (Pis yi — 2i)
if y; € BRi(Zi) NE;.
(b) The map &; ., is semi-concave with constant s, .
(c) The map &; ,, is a penalization away from z;:

§(2i) =0, & (vi) >0, if y; # 2.

(d) We have

inf inf vy, i 2o (Yi) > 0.
IPo|<1 1€ BB, (1) S (08) 7 Gz (1)

We simply call {C.p}.cpperate € C(F) and {€.}.cr C CY(E) with
Cep(®) = Clzy py (71) + (2,29, (2)
52(1') == fl,zl (.’L'l) + 52,22 (CCQ),

sets of first and second order point penalizations, if the collections {1z, p, }21€E1 prera,

{C2,20.p0 o€ Bo pocraz, {&1,21 b2, and {€2.2, }onep, are sets of first and second order
point penalizations on F; and Es, respectively.
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For any given zg,21 € F and p € R?, we consider the maps

E(y) = 22, ,(y) = &= (¥) + Czop(v),
E(y) = Expa (y) =&z (y) + CZO,p(?/) +&. (y)
For the examples in Section 4, we work with the following two choices for ¢ and &.
The first collection follows (3.2) and (3.3) and is a usual choice in the literature. The

second collection is based on a cut-off of the first collection. We do this to control the
action of non-local integral operators on the perturbations.

Example 3.13 (Jensen penalization functions). Consider the following two collections
of penalization functions:

Collection 1: The base penalizations are

Cop(®) = (p1, 21 — 21) + (P2, w2 — 22)
&.(z) = %dQ(a:,z).
Collection 2: Let R” > R' > R > 2. Let £ :]0,00) — [0,00) be a smooth function
satisfying [(r) = 1 for r < R’ and I(r) = 0 for z > R". Let
Cpn(@) =0(d(w, 2) ((pr, @1 — 21) + (P2, 22 — 22) ),
E.(0) = (1~ Z(d(e, ) (R" +1)* + L(d(r, 2)) 5(x, =)

3.2. Comparison principle. The following theorem is a variant of [9, Theorem 3.1]
for (partially) bounded spaces and the main result of this work. Our goal is to show
comparison for a boundary value problem of form

{—Hf(x) =0, ifzckE,

. (BVP)
—Gf(x) =0, ifzedkE,

with H C C(FE)x C(FE) and some operator G. In many cases, like the parabolic problems
considered in Section 4.1, we have G C C(9F) x C(0F). However, if the boundary of
FE itself has a subset that behaves like a boundary, denoted by 0FE, G can itself be a
boundary value problem. In this case, we essentially treat a problem of form

—Hf(x) =0, ifzekFE,
—Gf(x)=0, ifxedFE, (BVP’)
—Ff(z) =0, ifxzediF,

where now H C C(F) x C(E), G C C(JF) x C(OFE), and F C C(00F) x C(JIOE), see
Section 4.2.

In the viscosity sense, the treatment of both (BVP) and (BVP’) break down to
(iteratively) showing comparison between subsolutions u to the subsolution operator

—Hf(x), ifvekE,

min{—G; f(z), -Hf(x)}, ifx € OF, (34

—Hif(z) = {
where H; C C(FE) x (C’(E) N LSC(E)), and supersolutions v to the supersolution
operator
—Hf(z), ifrxek,

max{—Gyf(z), —Hf(z)}, ifz € dE, (3:5)

—Hyf(z) = {
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where Hy C C(E) x (C’(E) NUSC(E)) with G; C C(9E) x LSC(OE), Gz C C(IE) x
USC(0F), and H C C(E) x C(FE) of the form

Hf(r) = Z‘lelg {Agf(z) +Bof(z) — L(x,0)}.

Theorem 3.14 below provides a comparison principle for such an inductive step.
Note that the form of the problem is chosen to match the notions of sub- and super-
solutions as well as to perform analogous estimates in the same direction as in [9].

Theorem 3.14 (Strict comparison principle). Consider a doubling penalization ®, a
containment function V, and penalization functions {C.p}.cpperate and {C.}.ck-
Let Hy C C(E) x (C(E)NLSC(E)) as in (3.4) and Hy C C(E) x (C(E)NUSC(E)) as
in (3.5) with H C C(E) x C(E) in Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman form

Hf(x) = ;gg {Agf(z) +Bof(z) — Z(x,0)}

with © a compact, metric space, and boundary operators G C C(OF) x LSC(OF) and
G2 C C(OF) x USC(OF) all satisfying the technical Assumptions 3.15 and 3.16 below,
and

(a) For all§ € ©, Ay is linear on its domain and has a ®-controlled growth coupling
&9 as in Definition 3.8 with a modulus uniform in 0.

(b) For all § € O, By is convex semi-monotone operators w.r.t. ® as in Definition
3.6 with a modulus uniform in 6.

(c) The cost functional T: Ex© — (—o0, 0] is lower semi-continuous in (x,0) and
admits a modulus of continuity in x uniformly in 6.

(d) Fori € {1,2}, V; is a Lyapunov function for H: We have V; € D(H) and

cy, = sup HV;(z) < oc. (3.6)
el

If OF # 0, we additionally have cy;, < 0.

Consider the pair of equations
—H, f <0, (3.7)
“H,f > 0. (3.8)
Let u and v be sub- and supersolutions to (3.7) and (3.8), respectively, if Ey is unbounded,
with u,v € o(Va). Then, for any compact set K C E and e = (e1,e2) withe1,e2 € (0,1),

we have

sup u(z) — v(z) < eCK + sup uy () — us(x), (3.9)
reK zeK

where K = I?(K,a,u,v) C OF is a compact set given by

1
1He

(eV(2) —u(2)) + (eV(2) = v(2))

K= oF
{ZE ’155

< 52 [V —ulg+ 12 [V = vl = [u—vlg}

and CK = (CK,CK) with
CE=CElu—-Vi,v—V)) and CEK =CF(u—Va,v— V).
In particular, the strict comparison principle holds for (3.7) and (3.8).
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The proof of Theorem 3.14 is contained in Section 6 with the construction of the
necessary optimizers and test functions in Section 5. Applications of the above result
to parabolic equations and elliptic equations on spaces with corners can be found in
Section 4.

3.3. Regularity and compatibility assumptions. In this section, we state the tech-
nical assumptions necessary for the proof the main theorem.

As we have a choice for the domain of our operator and only need functions with
compact sub- and superlevel sets, we need to ensure that the domains of the restrictions
are regular enough to perform our analysis. In particular, the action of the operator on
test functions and their combinations with perturbations needs to be well-defined.

Assumption 3.15 (Regularity of H; and Hy). Let H; C C(FE) x (C’(E) NLSC(E))
and Hy C C(E) x (C(E) NUSC(E)) be operators with the following two restrictions

Hy C{(f,g) €M | f € Ci(E)},

H_C{(f.g) e Hz|f € C(E)},
satisfying
(a) H satisfies the maximum principle,
(b) for j € {1,2}, D(Hj) is a cone and C°(E) C D(H;) C C(F),
(¢) D(Hy) is convex,
(d) for any f1 € D(H,), f2 € D(Hz), and g € D(H4) and § € (0,1) we have

(1— 6)f1 + 89 € D(H,), (1+06)f> — 69 € D(H_).

In the main theorem, Theorem 3.14, we assume that the interior operator H is of HJB
type. To perform our analysis, we need to require that that the action of the constituting
operators Ay and By as well as the boundary operators G; and Go on the functions,
we use to perform our analysis, is sufficiently regular in the compatibility sense of the
following assumption.

Assumption 3.16 (Compatibility of Ag, By, G, and Gz). Let © be a compact, metric
space. For 0 € ©, let Ay, By C C(FE) x C(E). Consider a containment function V as in
Definition 3.9 and penalization functions {C. p}.cp perai+e> and {€: }.eg as in Definition
3.12.
(a) Let the collection {Ag}ece be compatible with V, {C. p}.cp perar+a2, and {€: }.ek,
Le.,
(1) we have

Vo S, € 'D(A@), EZO,p,z1 0S8, € D(AQ),

for any 6 € © and z € B1(0) N {E — z},
(2) the maps
(9, z,20,P, %1, Z) = AG (Ezo,p,zl ° 52) (ZB),
(0,2,2) — Ag(Vos,)(x)
are continuous,

(3) the map
01— Agf(x)

is continuous for any x € E and f € [\yco D(Ay).
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(b) Let the collection {Bg}geco be compatible with V, {C. p} e p perai +a2, and {€. } ¢,
ie.,
(1) we have
Vos, € D(By), E.pz 05: € D(By),

for any # € © and z € B1(0) N {E — =},
(2) the maps
(97 Z, 20, P, 21) = BGEzO,p,zl (l‘),
(0,x) — By V(x)
are continuous,

(3) the map
60— Bgf(a?)

is continuous for any x € E and f € (ycq D(Bo).
(c) Let G1 and G2 be compatible with V, {C. p}.c g perartaz, and {€.}.ep, i-e., for
Jj € {1,2}, let

Vos.lop € D(G;) and ZE.p. ©s:lar € D(G;j).

4. APPLICATIONS

In this section, we apply the general framework to two examples. In Section 4.1, we
consider a parabolic partial differential equation. In Section 4.2, we consider an elliptic
equation on a space with a corner.

4.1. Parabolic equations. In this section, we treat stochastic parabolic problems on
E =10,T] x R? with ¢ € N. To avoid confusion, in this section we denote an element
from E as (t,z). Thus, we consider operators of type

Ji
S (t) = ISt )] (@),

f(Tx) = fr(z),
where H C C(E) x C(F) is an operator of the form

HIF (2, )](2) = sup {BalF (1, )](2) + Aol (2. )] (@) — Z(0)}

0cO

= su x x ! r (32 (2 ftx
= sup { (). V() + 5 T (25 (0,0)0% (1. 0)

+ [ 12+ 2) = 50.2) = X, 10)(2) (0,95 0,2)] pa(ds) ~ Iw)}

and fr € Cy(R?). As such, for ¢ € {1,2}, we have

——% T (> 1 x x R?
—Hf(t,z) = B (t,z) + H[f (¢, ))(@), if (t,z) € [0,T] x R, (4.1)
~Gif(t,x) = f(T,x) — fri(x), if (t,z) € {T} x R%

with fr,; € Cp(E)

Parabolic equations of the type (4.1) model a wide class of finite time horizon Cauchy
problems. In Economics and Finance, they are commonly used to describe, e.g., utility
maximization and other optimal control problems, see [18], [31], [35] for an overview in
a finite-dimensional and [17] in an infinite-dimensional context. Another application of
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comparison results for this type of equation is the framework of G-Lévy processes, cf.
[23], [32], [33], which is used to model, i.a., derivative pricing under model uncertainty.

To show how this setting fits into our framework, we need to specify the doubling
penalization ® as well as appropriate Lyapunov functions V; and V2 and penalizations

C.p and &..
As is standard in the literature, we choose

a7 a9
a®((t,y), (t,y) = = (t =) + S d*(v,9/)
as the doubling penalization and

72
V(t,z) =Vi(t) + Va(z) =t + log <1 + 2> (4.2)

as the Lyapunov function. In fact, the choices described above are the prototypical
examples for doubling penalizations and Lyapunov functions on a cylindrical space of
this type.

Note, that in the context of the comparison proof the time derivative can be treated
as a simple drift term such that the operator —H consists of

_of
Bof(t,x) = — 0 () + Bolf(t,))](),  Aof(t,z) = Aol f(¢t,)](2),
and Z as before.
Crucially, this insight allows use the results in [9, Section 4| with the Lyapunov

function in (4.2) and the collections of Jensen penalizations as in Example 3.13 but
applied to the specific problem, so that the relevant collections become

Collection 1:
Cop(ts ) = (p1,t — 21) + (p2, 7 — 22),
1
&(ta) = 5 ((t = 20)? + ¥ (w, ) ).
Collection 2: Let R” > R’ > R > 2. Let £ : [0,00) — [0,00) be a smooth function
satisfying [(r) = 1 for r < R’ and I(r) = 0 for z > R". Let
Cpo () = U|t — 21| +d(z, 22)) (p1,t — 21) + (P2, — 22),
E(tx)= (1= (|t — 21| +d(z, 22))) (R" + 1)
1
5 ((t —21)? + d*(x, zz)).
As in [9], we use the penalizations in Collection 1 for the local parts of the operator and
Collection 2 for the non-local part.
Now, we can apply Theorem 3.14 to find that, for any compact set K C FE, there

+ 0]t — 21| + d(z, 22))

exist a compact set K, and constants CK = (C’lK , C’Q ) such that we have

sup u(t,x) —v(t,z) < eCX + sup u(T,z) — v(T, )
(t,:l?)GK IEI’zz

Now taking €1, €5 | 0 and inserting the terminal conditions, we find that

sup  u(t,z) —v(t,z) < sup fri(z) — fra(z).
(t,x)€[0,T] xR z€R

4.2. Spaces with corners. In this section, we treat elliptic problems on the first
quadrant F = [0,00) x [0,00), a space that, in particular, has a corner. For A\ > 0,
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h € Cy(E), h? € Cy(01E), and h%2 € Cy(02F), we consider the boundary value problem
flz) = AHf(x) =h(x), ifzxeE :=]0,00)x[0,00),
f(@) = XH f(z) = hO(z), ifz € 8B = {0} x [0,0),
f(x) = AH®2 f(x) = h?%(x), if z € E = [0,00) x {0},
f(z) =0, ifzedE = {0} x {0},
with H C C(E) x C(E) of the form

Hf(x) = (), V() + 5 Tr (557 () D £ ()

4 / [f( +2) — f(z) — X, 0)(@) {2 V()] pa(d)

with, for exposition, b and ¥ Lipschitz and bounded and p, € My ([—z1,00) X
[—22,00)) and Lipschitz as in [9, Section 4.3] and, for i € {1,2}, the boundary op-
erators Ho% C C(0;F) x C(8;E) of form

W (@) = (V2,91 @)) + [ [Fla+2) = £0) = X 0)(2) (V@)  (02)

with b% Lipschitz, bounded, and oblique to E, i.e., <b8i (z),n(x)) > 0 for all z € &;E
and n(x) € N,. Furthermore, we consider u2 € My, (8; EN([—x;,00) x {0})), Lipschitz,
and jumping inwards, i.e., supp(u%) C [~;,0] x {0}.

Consequently, the subsolution operator Hj is of form
f(z) = NHf(z) — h(z), if z € B,
min{ f(z) — AH f(z) — h91(2), f(z) — ANHf(x) — h(z)}, ifz € NE,
—H, f(z) = ¢ min{f(z) — AH% f(x) — h%(x), f(x) — XHf(z) — h(z)}, if 2 € OoF,
min{f(z), f(x) = NH" f(z) — % (
\ f(x) — ANH? f(x) — W% (x), f(x) — XHf(z) — h(2)}, ifz € OE.

The supersolution operator is then defined analogously.

=

As the doubling penalization, we choose a®(z,z') = $d*(x1, )+ §d*(x2, ), where
d is the Euclidean distance on R. As Jensen penalizations, we choose the canonical
examples as in Example 3.13. An appropriate Lyapunov function in the above case
is the prototypical example log(1 + %2) with a slight modification that ensures that
sup,cp H;V(z) < 0 holds for j € {1,2}: We choose V = V; + V5 with

i+ 1.5)2
Vit =tog (1 2 (U 42 . %) + 1.
Analogous to [9, Section 4], direct calculations show that sup,c.pHV(z) < oo,

SUP,eq, g HOV(2) < 00, and sup,eg,p H2V(2) < co. Additionally, we find that
sup (b(x), VV(z)) < cvyp <0,
zeE

sup Tr (S5 (2)D*V () < evy <0,
zeE

sug/ [V(:L‘ +2z) — V(x) — X, (0)(2) (2, VV(:L‘))] pe(dz) < cv,, <0,
Te

and the same for their boundary counterparts. Consequently, we find that V is a Lya-
punov function for H.
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Now, using the exterior sphere condition and the fact that V is a Lyapunov function,
well-known results, cf. [11], [15], [16], [25], [27], yield that the first-order parts of H,
H%, and HP are convex semi-monotone.

The coupling of the stochastic part of the interior operator

bf(@) = 5 Te (ST @)D 1)) + [ [ +2) = 1(a) ~ Xpy0(2) (2, V7 0)] s (d2)

then works as it did in [9, Sections 4.2 and 4.3]: To couple 3 Tr (X7 (2)D*f(z)) we
consider the operator

Rsglw,a') = Tr (S2(x,2') D2g(w,2) ),

with . -

S (@)X (x)  B(2)E (x)

32 N =

) <z<m>zT<x'> (@)=l (@)
which by [9, Proposition 4.5] and the Lipschitzianity and boundedness of ¥ is a d-
controlled growth coupling.
Analogously, using that u, € My ([—x1,00) X [-x2,00)) and Lipschitz, by |9, Propo-

sition 4.13] we find a d2-controlled growth coupling of

/ [f( +2) — F(z) — X, 0)(2) {2 VF(2))] pa(d2)

that is of form

~

Apg(z,2') = / [g(x +z1,7" + 29) — g(x,2)

— X(z1,22) ((z1, 70)T, Vg(x, ') } Tz o (dz1, dz2).
Consequently, we find that
Ag(x,a') = Acg(z,2') + Aug(e, o)

is a d?-controlled growth coupling of A, which overall allows us to apply Theorem 3.14
to show the strict comparison principle for H; and Hb.

Note that we can now reapply the strict comparison principle to 91 E and 0s F with
OE = {0} x {0} as the boundary. Restricted versions of V and the collections of
Jensen penalizations, cf. Example 3.13, are still appropriate as all required properties
hold on the entirety of E. The arguments for convex semi-monotonicity and the coupling
are as outlined above. Thus, for any compact set K C F, resulting compact set K C
OyFUO EFUOLE, and constants éK, CK e R?, we get the following chain of inequalities:

sup u(z) — v(z) < eCK 4 sup uy () — us(z) < eCK + (u1(0) — uz(0)) = eCK.
reK zeK
Again taking 1,2 | 0, we find that
sup u(z) —v(xz) <0.
zelE
Remark 4.1. Note that the condition that an appropriate Lyapunov function V needs
to exist, cf. Theorem 3.14 (d), essentially enforces what types of operators on spaces
with boundaries we can treat. An example of this in the above context is that, if we
want to treat a diffusion term on a quadrant, the drift terms on the boundary need to be
oblique to F, i.e., we require a condition of type <b8i (x), n(az)> > 0 to hold, and the jump
term on the boundary cannot jump out too far, i.e., we require that supp(u2) C [z, 0].
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Otherwise the existence of a Lyapunov function fails. If the operator does not contain
any diffusion terms, the conditions on the drift and jump terms can be relaxed.

5. CONSTRUCTION OF OPTIMIZERS

As in other comparison proofs, we perform variable quadruplication for the optimiza-
tion problem sup(u — v). Compared to the proof in [9], we slightly adjust our strategy
for three reasons: Firstly, we now treat equations on the cylindrical space ¥ = Fy X Es.
In general, the strategy for these types of spaces is to perturb and perform our anal-
ysis on E7 and FEy separately. In the case that one E; is unbounded, we additionally
want to allow for the treatment of unbounded solution. The allowed growth in FE; is
in terms of growth of the Lyapunov function V;. More specifically, since we penalize
with a term of order €V}, we need that, for every € > 0, the sub- and supersolutions less
Vi are bounded from above, i.e., we require u,v € o(V;). Lastly, we replace the usual
doubling-of-variables penalization d? by a more general function ®. This replacement is
motivated, for example, by the treatment of non-Lipschitz drifts, where one would like
to penalize with, e.g., an Osgood function rather than a distance-squared-type object,
see [10, Page 587|.

We begin, however, with the definitions of the sup- and inf-convolutions. For read-
ability, we express suprema and infima using [-| and |-|, respectively.

Definition 5.1 (sup- and inf-convolution). Let w : E — R be upper semi-continuous
and v : E — R be lower semi-continuous. For o = (a1, ae) with a1, a9 > 1, we define
the sup-convolution P*[u] of u as
o e
Pul(y) = sup {ula) = Sd%(z.9) | = |u—Sd?(.p)].
el
Analogously, we define the inf-convolution P,[v] of v as
@ @
P i~ inf { Sy} = u+ S y)] .
alvl(y) = inf v(z) + 5d%(z,y) ut5d(,y)
Now implementing the novelties described above, we perform a doubling-of-variables
procedure: For a = (a1, ap) with o, e > 1, we estimate
supu(r) —v(x) < sup u(z) —v(z') — ad(z,2)
el r,x'€E
and then incorporate, for small € = (e1,e2) with £1,£9 > 0, the containment functions
V and upper bound sup(u — v) up to a term of order e. For the sake of clarity, we
expand the entire equation once at this point and then only when necessary:

1 1
o TE ) ~ T
< su u(z) — ! v(z") — a®(z,2') — = V(z)— c V(x')
_z,xnglE|€ 1He ’ 18e 1He
1 1 / / /
= sup ——u(xy,x9) — ————v(z], x5) — ard1(z1, @
x,x’gE1_51_52(1 2) 1+51+£2(1 2) 1¢1(21, 77)
/ &1 £92
- Y Vi) - —2
(22, T3) —— 1(21) T 2(22)
€1 ’ €9 ’
LT @) - — 2 ().
I+e1+e2 (=) l+e1+e 2(r2)
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In Proposition 5.3 below, we perform an additional smoothing step that is necessary
to treat second-order or integral operators, A in our notation. This additional step
extends the estimate from variable doubling to variable quadrupling.

Note that from this point on, w.l.o.g., we work with the assumption that FEj is
bounded. For Es we make case distinctions when necessary.

Remark 5.2. Note that derivatives on boundaries are understood in the classical sense
as a restriction of an extension of all functions in a small neighborhood of E using,
e.g., that d? is defined on the entirety R%:7% or the Whitney Extension Theorem [22,
Theorem 2.3.6]. In particular, using the natural extension of the convolutions as well
as smooth extensions of ® and V, mixed with a d?-type function if necessary, the
constructed optimizers do not change, when considering a small blow-up of E.

Proposition 5.3 (Construction of optimizers). Let V be a containment function as
in Definition 3.9, u be upper semi-continuous, v be lower semi-continuous, if Ey is
unbounded, additionally u,v € o(V2), and {C:p},eppera+e © C(E) and {§:}.ep C
CY(E) be collections of functions as in Definition 3.12. Fix ¢ = (1,e2) with €1,69 €
(0,1) and ¢ € (0,1).

Then, there exist compact sets K.o C K. C E and, for any o = (aq,02) with
a1, > 1, three pairs of variables (Ya,0,Yn0)s (YarYa)s (Ta, o) in E? and

Pa € (Bo1(0) N {E1 = ya1}) X (B,-1(0) N {E2 = ya2}),
P € (Bal—l(o) N{Er - y&,og}) x (B%—I(O) N{E2 — yzx,o,2})~
Properties of y,0,, o

The variables Ya,0, Y o optimize [Ny, where

1 1
A N = pPe — P, N —ad !
oy, y) = g P ) - T halolly) — a2(y.y)
€
— 1—p)V(y) — 1—9)V(/ 5.1
and satisfy the following property
(a) ya,an(/Lo S KS,O'
Properties of y,,y), and p,,p.:
The pair Yo, Y, optimizes
€ €
Ag — =0 - =] 2
{“ 1871 1@’ 2 (52)
and uniquely optimizes
5 €
Aq — = — = ] 5.3
[‘“ 1877 1m0 (5:3)
where A, is as in (5.1) and
2l(y) = Ega,O:pa (¥); =) = Egg,o,p’a (),
E1(¥) = Eyaopaya () E2(y) = Eyy o o, V)

as in Definition 3.12. Moreover, the optimizers ya,yph, of (5.2) and (5.3) satisfy
(b) We have

1 1 1 1

d < — 4+ — Ay, v o) < — + —.

(Ya» Ya,0) < o T o (Yo Yn0) < po

(¢) P*[u] and P,[v] are twice differentiable in y, and y.,, respectively.
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/.
as

Properties of z,,x

The variables x4, x), optimize
a
Pu)(ya) = u(za) — 5012(%, Ya),

o
Palt](5) = (et + S a2t 1)),
and satisfy

(d) x4 and xl, are the unique optimizers in the definition of P*[u)(ya) and Py [v](y.,),
respectively.
(e) We have that

u(zq) — P*[u] o STa—Ya (Ta) = [u— P%u] o Sma*ya-l )
v(m’a) — Pa[?}} o Srg_y& (l'/a) = L’l) — Pa[v] (e] lea_y&J .
Behaviour as aq,ay — oo:

(f) We have limq, qy—s00 @P(Ya,0, Z/(/x,o) = 0.
(9) We have

tim o (d (@aya) +d (v 74))° + B(ya,v4) ) = 0.

a1, —00
(h) T Yas Yoy, Th € K.

In addition, the following estimate on (u —v) holds: For any compact set K C E, there
is a compact set K = K(K,e,u,v) given by

K = {z S E‘ : ;5 (eV(2) — u(z)) + 18138 (eV(2) — v(2))

< 152 [V —ulg+ 2 [V = vl = [u—vlg}

such that

(i) For any compact set K C E,

=T < 1 (ula) — (1 = V() — 1= (v(ah) + (1~ V(L))
2¢e 1 .
TYaE)a@ea
where
. € o €
= 1o IV = POl + 1o [V = Palel

and @%é is o(1) is in terms of o — oo for fized € and .

") as a — oo is of the

(j) Any limit point of the sequence (ZaYarYa,05 Yo05 Yos

form (z,z,2,2,2,z) with z € K.
Remark 5.4. To the reader familiar with Differential Geometry, we want to point out
that
Pa € (Balfl (0) N {E1 — ya0.1}) X (Bagl (0) N {E2 — ya02})
Py € (Ba;1(0) N{E1L —yhoa1}) ¥ (Bagl(o) N{E> — Y4 02})

should be understood as elements of the cotangent bundle T*F.
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Proof. Proof of (a): We start by showing that A, as defined in equation (5.1) is
bounded from above. In this proof, w.l.o.g., we assume that F; is bounded. For Es we
consider the following cases:
Case Ey unbounded: By assumption, we have that u,v € o(V2) in Fy. By [8, Lemma
3.5.2], the same holds for P*[u] and P,[v]. Furthermore, by |9, Lemma 5.2 (d)], the
convolutions P*[u] and P,[v] are continuous. Using this together with the fact that F;
is bounded, by the Extreme Value Theorem, we find that P%[u] — V and —P,[u] =V
and consequently A, are bounded from above.
Case Ey bounded: As P®[u] and P,[v] are continuous and E is bounded, A, is bounded
from above.
In any case, A, is bounded from above and using that V has compact sublevel sets, cf.
Definition 3.9, the existence of optimizers (Ya.0,Yn ) of [Aa] follows.

Comparing these optimizers for A, to, e.g., the suboptimial choice (y,y') = (,9)
satisfying, w.l.o.g., V(§) = 0 and again using that V has compact sublevel sets, there
exist radii R, Re, > 0 such that

Yoo € Br., (§) and  ygo € Br., (7)),

and
V) + V) < 1o [Pl a) — Pl (9)]
— = [Palel(u) — Pale](9)]

< Le,ya ,Qd(yaa fg) + La,y{x,gd(y&, 3))
S QLE(RZ'?l + R€2)7

where L. = Le y, 5V Le y 5. From this estimate, we deduce that (ya,0, yfw) € K. oxKep
with
Ko = {y €er | V(y) < 5_12L€(R€1 + Rsz)} .

Proof of (b) and (c): For the proof of these two statements, we first move from
[Ay] to its perturbed version (5.2). To do so, we use Proposition A.1 twice, for F; and
E5, separately. Note, that, for every y_;, " ; € E_;, where —i € {1,2}\{i}, the function
(vi, vi) = Aa(yi vl y—i,y' ;) of (5.1), over which we optimize in [A,], is semi-convex
with semi-convexity constant

1 1 g €
R _ | - 1 1
i O‘l<155 1EE|£-:+H¢Z>+(1EI<€ 1535)( Py >

for a; > 1. In addition, it is bounded from above and has optimizers (ya,07y;70)- We
can thus apply Proposition A.1 with

1 €; &g
- =t g ©. 5.4
" oy’ €L, 1He™’ €20 1He (5:4)

Consequently, it follows that there exist
Pa € (Bal_l(o) N {El — ya,O,l}) X (Ba
Py € (Bafl(o) N{E1L —yL01}) % (B,

such that y,,y., are optimizers of

1(0) N {E2 = Ya0,2}),
1(0) N {E2 — ¥l 02})

2

2

F{a-‘ = Ka (Yo y,oz)v
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where - -
Aa(y,y) = Ma(y,y) — ——0ENy) — —— =S (¢ 5.5
oy,y) = Daly,y) — 75 29E10W) — 7o) (5.5)
with =) and =) as defined above. This establishes (5.2). An additional penalization
around (Y, y,) then gives (5.3). A secondary outcome of Proposition A.1 is that A, is

twice differentiable in the optimizing point (y,,y., ), establishing (¢). Furthermore, the
optimizers satisfy

d(Ya, Ya,0) < M + 12, dA(Yos Yn0) <+ 12,
which, together with (5.4), yields
1 1

o {4 v A )} < L4 L

establishing (b).
Proof of (d): This follows immediately from [9, Lemma 5.2 (e)].
Proof of (e): We only establish

u(zq) — P*[u] o Sza—Yya (za) = [u— P*[u] o smafya-l )

as the second equation follows similarly. Note that, by definition of P%[u], for all z € E,
we have o
P 0 S0y (@) > u(e) = S8 (2, 50,4 (2).

On the other hand, by (d), we have
o Q a
Pu] 0 sy, —y, (Ta) = P[ul(ya) = u(za) — §d2 (Tas Ya) -
Combining the two statements yields, for any x € F, that
u(za) — P[u] 0 55—y, (Ta)

a
= §d2 (Tas Ya) + P[u] © Sp0—yo () = P[u] 0 54—y, (2)

> u(x) = Pu] 0 540y, (2) + % (d* (Ta, o) — d* (2, 52040 (2)))

= u(z) — P*[u] 0 Sz, —y, ()

as the shift map preserves distances. This establishes (e).

For the proof of the final five properties, we consider the limit aj, a2 — co. Note
that even though all statements below are for a1, as — o0, analogous statements hold
for fixed o as oy — oo and fixed aq as as — 0o. Thus, the iterated and double limits
converge to the same value.

Proof of (f): Consider [A,]:

Al = o Pl eo) — o= Palt](Wao) — 0% (30, n0)
— 5=V (a0) = 7= (1 =PIV (Hao)

Note, that [A,] is decreasing in a1 and ap, since —$®, P*[u], and —F,[v] are decreasing
in a by [9, Lemma 5.2 (c)]. Note in addition that, by evaluating A, in the particular
choice (y,y") = (9, 9) as above, we have, by |9, Lemma 5.2 (a)|, that

Al 2 1o Pl(9) — 1= Paltl () 2 1) — gov(d),
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which is lower bounded uniformly in both o; and as. It follows that limg, ap—oo [Aa ]
exists.
For any a1, as > 1, we find

1 _, 1 Q
[Aa/2—| > @P /Q[U](ya,()) - @Pa/z[v} (y;,o) - §‘I’<Z/a,o,y&,o)

N B R B ,
TEe =)V ao) = 7z (1~ @) V(vao)
o
> (Aa—‘ + E(I)(ya,an:x,O)ﬁ (5'6)

which implies that lima, ay—sc0 a@(ymo,y;p) =0, as [A,] and {Aa/g] converge to the
same limit, establishing (f).
Proof of (g): We follow the same approach as in (5.6) but now expanding P*[u}(yq)

(
and P, [v](y),) to obtain an optimization problem in terms of four variables: By (5.5),
we have
1

[ajs] 2 1P lul(e) — 1= Posolol () — 5 (v 1)
— (1= V() — 71— )V ()

Ra]+ 2 <d2<xa,ya> #2000l + o))

A\

Y

18
+ ﬁ.g@ﬂ Vya) + 1 EE —— 0B (Yh)-
It follows that

Q 1

1
had 2 2 /
4 <1 He d ($aaya) +2(I)(ya7 )"' 1He d (yaa a))

~ €
< [A, —[AJ— =9(ya) —
< [Aaj2] 5= %51a) 153590 25 (Yn)-
Note that plugging the definition of 1 as in equation (5.4) into the results of Corollary
A.2 yields

g E
0<— Ed(ya) — ——=E5(1,) <
< -Tg¥E Z1(Ya) TE” 2(Ua) < (

261 i n 262 i

1Be)(1Be)ar (1He)(1He) an
(5.7)

and

2e 1

(18e)(1He) a (58)

(Aoz-‘ < ’VKO‘-‘ - Ka(yaay;) < [Aa-| +
Consequently, by (5.7), we have

lim
aj,ae—o00 1 He

PE1(ya) +
and, combining (5.8) with (f), we obtain

lim [A,]= lim P{a-‘

aq,0—>00 aq,02—00

T e ——pEY(yh) =0

Thus, we find
lim o (dz(:ca,ya) + D (Yas Yo) + dQ(?/(/;ux/a)) =0.

a—r 00
From this, (g) follows using Young’s inequality.
Proof of (h): (a), (b), (f), and (g) imply (h) by considering a bounded blow-up K.
of K. that is contained in .
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Before we continue with the rest of the proof, we point out that
1He=14¢14+¢e3 and 1He=1-—¢g1 —eo.
Proof of (i): Let K C E be compact. Set
Cha=[V =P ullg and cfk,=[V = Pufv]]f-
Note that, for any « € E, we have the following identity:
POlu)(x) — Pafo](x)

= 2 (P(e) — (1~ @)V (@) — = (Palel(@) + (1 — )V ()
€ €

— g (Pu(@) = (1 - ¢)V(z)) (Pafv](z) = (1 = ¢)V(x))
Consequently, we can estimate

[u =g < [Pu] = Palv]] g = sup P*[ul(x) — Palvl(z)

C18e

zeK
= sup 12— (P°[ul(0) = (1 = )V () = 1= (Palt@) + (1 = 9)V(@)
— 15 (Pi)(@) — (1= 9V (@) = 7= (Palol(@) = (1 = 9) V(@)
< sup 5= (P[ul(@) = (1 = 9)V(@)) = 15 (Palila) + £(1 = )V (a)
+% Ko T K
< sup 2= (P[ul(o) = (1 = 9)V(@) =~ 1= (Palul(0) + (1~ 9) V(@)
€ U € v
g e T T e
< s T (P) (1~ V) ~ g (Palbl) 20— V)

9

£
= Mol ¥ 57k + T e

Combining the above estimate with [A,] < {[A\OJ = Aa(Ya, 1), see equation (5.8),

then dropping the non-positive terms and using inequality (5.7), leads to
1 1 , ,

() — 21— IV (5a)) — T (v(a) 21— V(L)) (5.9

2e 1 € £
(1Be)(iBe)a 18 Ke T 1@ ke
which proves (i).

Proof of (j): We start by proving that any limiting point of

[u—vlg <

+

/ / /
(waa Yo, Ya,05 ya,Ov Yas J)a)

as aq, g — 00 is of the form (z, 2, 2, 2, 2, z). We only prove limg, ay—00 A(Za, Ya) = 0,
as the other limits follow analogously.
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By (h), we find that, along subsequences, (z4,¥ya) — (Z0,%0). Assume by contradic-
tion that xo # yo. Then, since ad? is increasing in «, we get that, for all ag > 1,

liminf ad?®(z4,va) > aod?(zo,y0)-

a1, —>00

We can conclude that ad?(x.,vs) — 00, contradicting (g). Note that the same argu-
ment also works for the ® term, as ® separates points.

We proceed to prove that any limiting point z lies in K. Considering the outcome of
(i) in equation (5.9), taking the limit for oy, 2 — oo and ¢ | 0, and rearranging, (j)
follows. 0

Remark 5.5. Note that due to the properties of the sup- and inf-convolutions, cf. [,
Theorem 3.5.8], we have that

a—0o0

C?(,oz - [V—PQ[UHK B [V_u~|K = C}L{a
Cha =V = Palo]] g == [V = 0] = ¢
5.1. Test function construction. The proposition in this section builds upon the
constructed optimizers from Proposition 5.3 to build suitable test functions. Note that
the sup- and inf-convolution, P®[u] and P,[v], are not guaranteed to be smooth but, as
we showed above, their second derivatives exist in the relevant optimizing points.
Using the difference between =Y and =9 on one hand and Z; and Z3 on the other,
we can use the Whitney Extension Theorem [22, Theorem 2.3.6] to find globally C*°
functions, ﬁ and J?iv that are squeezed in between and can be used to replace P%[u]
and P,[v] in the comparison proof.
In the subsolution case, for example, we start by first constructing fl € CX(F),
which, by re-arrangement, satisfies

Fiy) = 1 Pl — 15 (1= 9V ()~ 15

around the constructed optimizers and is constant outside of a compact set. As V has

©Z1(y)

compact sublevel sets and other terms on the right-hand side are bounded from above,
it suffices to first perform a smooth approximation and cut off the result.
Recall that 1He=1—¢1 —egand 1He =1+ &1 + eo.

Proposition 5.6 (Test function construction). Consider the setting of Proposition 5.3.
Fix e = (1,€2) with e1,e2 € (0,1), ¢ € (0,1), and o = (1, 2) with ay, a0 > 1. Then,
there are functions fi, fa, f1, fo € C°(E) such that

J1 =119 820—ya> Jo=fao 8y,

fi=FfioSea—yar St = f1 080y,
with

~ ~

fi=0Be)fi+ (1 -9V + @eE,
J/t:t =(1 EEE)J?Z — (1= p)eV — geE.

satisfying the following properties:
For f1, fo and f1, fo, we have

(a) The pair (Yo, yl,) is the unique optimizing pair of

Filye) = Folul) = a®(ya.v) = [ = fo — @]
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and the pair (x4, ) is the unique optimizing pair of
fi(za) — f2(m:;y) — Py, —y,, 2t -y, (xavdy) = {fl —fo—a®y,—y,, Ifx—yd :
For ﬁ,ﬂ, and f;, fy we have
(b) We have
Pul(y) < fi(y) and  Pa[ol(y') = £()
with equality in yo and y.,, respectively.
(¢c) We have that xq,x,, are the unique points such that
w@a) = fi(wa) = [u— fi]  and v(z,) — fi(zg) = [v— fi].
(d) We have
Dfi(ya) = Dfi(za) = alya —7a);  D*fi(ya) = D*fi(wa),
Dfi(yh) = Dfy(al) = alay —vh), D filuh) = D*fy(al,).

As the proof of the above Proposition is analogous to the proof of |9, Proposition
5.3], we only provide a short sketch here.

Sketch of the proof of Proposition 5.6. Using |9, Lemma B.1|, we find smooth functions
fi,fo € C°(E) that are squeezed between A-P%u] — {=-(1 B ¢)V — 1527 and

1—¢
ﬁPo‘[u] — 15:(1 = ¢)V — 7551 as well as their analogues for v. By construction,
the same optimizers as in Proposition 5.3 also optimize [f; — f2 — a®]. As we require
our test functions to be in C°(E), we cut fi,fo off in a suitable way and obtain f, fo

such that

Fily) = 12— Pll) — 15— (- @)V () ~ —S—¢Ea(y),
Py ~ 1TEEPQ[U]((U’) + 1%!35(1 —oV({) + 1%55@52@’)

holds around the constructed optimizers and they are constant outside of a compact
set. Preparing for a later convexity estimate, we then set

fi=18e)fi + (1 - p)eV + peE,
f?;t =(1 EEf)Jg — (1 —p)eV — geE.

Using the results from Proposition 5.3 and definitions of the test functions ﬁ and fi as
well as their shifted versions f; and fi, the rest of the statements follow. O

6. PROOF OF THE STRICT COMPARISON PRINCIPLE

In this section, we utilize the optimizer and test function construction in Section 5 to
prove the main result. Section 6.1 connects sub- and supersolutions of —H; and —Hs to
those of —H and —H_, respectively, and contains a key proposition that states that
the strict comparison principle holds if an estimate on the difference of Hamiltonians
holds. Section 6.2 then uses the results from the previous subsection for the proof of
the strict comparison principle, Theorem 3.14.

6.1. Comparison from an estimate on the Hamiltonians.

Remark 6.1. We point out that if H; and Hy satisfy Assumption 3.15, by definition,
any subsolution to —H; f = 0 is also a viscosity subsolution to —Hy f = 0 and any
supersolution to —Hy f = 0 is also a viscosity supersolution to —H_f = 0. In a setting
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with bounded test functions this argument requires the use of sequential denseness, cf.
[9, Lemma 6.1].

Lemma 6.2. Let Hy C C(E) x (C(E)NLSC(E)) and Hy C C(E) x (C(E)NUSC(E))
be operators satisfying Assumptions 8.15 and 3.16. Let ]/”\T, f+ and ﬁr, fi+ be as in Theorem
5.6. Then, fi, fi € D(Hy) and fi, fr € D(H-).

Proof. See |9, Lemma 6.2]. O

Note that, w.l.o.g., we are still considering the setup in which F; is bounded and
thus has a boundary. For F, though, we make case distinctions. Basic examples of
such cases are parabolic problems, for which the space component can have a boundary
or not, i.e., parabolic equations on [0,7] x R? or [0,T] x [-R, R]. For a more detailed
treatment of such examples we refer to Section 4.1.

Proposition 6.3. Let H; C C(E) x (C(E) NLSC(E)) and Hy C C(E) x (C(E) N
USC(E)) satisfy Assumptions 3.15 and 3.16. Consider the equations

_H.f <0, (6.1)
—H_f>0. (6.2)

Let w and v be viscosity sub- and supersolutions to (6.1) and (6.2), respectively. For
e = (e1,e2) with e1,e2 € (0,1), p € (0,1), and a = (a1, a2) with a1, > 1, consider
the optimizers (xq,x,,) and test functions fi, f+, as constructed in Propositions 5.3 and
5.6.

Suppose there exist maps €1 — Cgl and g9 +— CSQ such that, fori € {1,2}, if OE; # 0,
we have —oo < limsup,, o C2 < 0 and, if dE; = ), 0 < limsup,, |, C2 < oo, and a
non-negative map ¢ — Cg , with lim, o C; , = 0 such that

Hfi(2a) Hf; (25

. 0 0
lim inf (I—e1—e) (I+e1+e) Ser(Cat Cag) t a0t Ca)- - (63

Then, for any compact set K C E and €1,e5 € (0,1), we have

sup u(z) — v(x) < e1Cf + 208 + sup u(x) — v(z),
zeK zeK

where K = K NOE and CK = (CK,CKY with
6’11( = élK(U7‘/1,U7Vv1) and C~’2K = CK(u—Vy,v—Va).
In particular, the strict comparison principle holds for (6.1) and (6.2).

Proof. Let u be a subsolution of —H f = 0 and v a supersolution of —H_ f = 0. For
e1,e2 € (0,1), aj, a2 > 1, and ¢ € (0, 1), consider the constructions in Propositions 5.3
and 5.6 for the subsolution u and supersolution v.

By Lemma 6.2, we have f; € D(H,) and f; € D(H_) and, by Proposition 5.6 (c),
we find that (z4,2),) are the unique optimizers in

u(za) — fi(za) = [u— fil,
v(wy) — frlz,) = v — fil,

which, by the sub- and supersolution properties for H; and H_, respectively, implies
that

0 < Hy fr(a) — H- fy(27,)- (6.4)
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We now work towards a contradiction and assume that, for every 1,62 € (0,1),
aj,ag > 1, and ¢ € (0,1), we have x4, 2, € E. However, using (6.4) and the assump-
tions above, we find

L A T _ /
<e (CQI + Cal,cp) + €2 (CSZ + 082790)'

Case OE3 = (): Note that we have Cgl <0< ng- Thus, letting ¢ | 0 we get a
contradiction for some €1 and small €5. Consequently, for small ¢ and € and large «,
we have z, € 0F; x Ey = OF or x,, € OF.

Case OFy # (): Note that we have C?

EI,C’QZ < 0. Thus, we get a contradiction as

¢ | 0. Consequently, for any 1,69 € (0,1) and small ¢ € (0,1), we have z, €
(aEl X EQ) U (El X 8E2) =0F or xﬁx € OF.
In any case, we can conclude that any limiting point lies on the boundary, i.e., for any
z as in Proposition 5.3 (j), we have z € 0F.

Proceeding from the setup in Proposition 5.3 (i) and (j), but now using that any limit
point z lies in

K = {z € 8E’ =P (eV(z) —u(z)) + T (eV(z) —v(z))
< 1;5 (V_U]K‘Fl%m(v_ﬂf(_ [U_U]K}v
we find

[u = vl <lim lim = (Pl () —e(1 =~ @)V (5a))

_ %E(Pa[v](y;) +e(l—@)V(L))

2e 1 £ u £ o
(1Be)(1Be) a 1 e Ke * 1@ Ke
1 1 S E
= (u(z) —eV(2)) — THe (v(z) +eV(z)) + 18K T TEa‘K

1He
B K AK € € v
u(z) —v(z) + 107 + €205 + T5CK +TE ¢k (6.5)

to

IN

IN

where the last inequality is due to the fact that
1 . €1 €2
o () — V() = () + T (u(2) = Vi(2) + T (u(z) — Va(2))

s (0(2) + eV (=) = —0(2) + T 2 (u(2) - Val2)),

F4 is bounded and, depending on the case, Fs is bounded or, if Fy is unbounded, we

have u,v € o(V2) and thus (v — V) and (v — V) are bounded from above. In any case,

we find constants C¥ = (6{( , éZK ) such that the last inequality in (6.5) holds.
Consequently, we have shown that, for any compact set K C E, we have

(v(z) = Vi(2)) +

[u—v1K§€16{(+5262K+[u—v]f(

where CK = (CF | CK) is defined via the last inequality of (6.5).
O

Remark 6.4. Note that the constants CK = (CN’IK, CN'QK) in the above proof depend on
the initially chosen compact set K but are independent of &.
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6.2. Proof of Theorem 3.14.

Lemma 6.5. Let A and B satisfy Assumption 3.15 and Assumption 3.16 (a) and (b),
respectively. Fix zg,z1 € R? and p € RY. Let E = E, ., as in Definition 3.12, V a
Lyapunov function as in Assumption (d) in Theorem 3.1/, and, for ﬁ,f/’\g € CX(E),
e = (e1,e2) with e1,e9 € (0,1), and ¢ € (0,1), set

ﬁ =018 z-:)fl + (1 —p)eV + peE,
fi=0He)fo— (1 —9)eV — peE=.
For z € E, set f; = ﬁ os;, and fr = J?i 0 s,. Then, the following statements hold:

(a) fr € D(AL) and f; € D(A_). Suppose furthermore that A is linear on its
domain, then

ALf ~ €
1%;:A(fosz)—i—@(l—@)A+(Vosz)+ﬁ¢,&( 0s.),  (6.6)
A,fi_ n € £ —_
@—A(fosz)— 1535(1—@)A+(V°<9z)— 1E€¢A(~05z)~

(b) fT?ﬁ € D(B4) and fj;,ﬁt € D(B-). Suppose furthermore that B is convex
semi-monotone, then for any x,y such that z = x — y, we have

Tt @) < 1z (Befite) - BoEW) + BFw) (6.7)
+ﬁ(1— ©)B+V(y) + EI — B E(y),

Tt @) 2 g (Bofile) - B-(w) + BFw)
_1EE(1_¢)B_V( ) 1536903 ( )

Proof. The domain statements f; € D(Ay), fir € D(A-), fi, fT € D(B4) and fi, fi €
D(B-) follow by Lemma 6.2. The two statements in (6.6) follow from the linearity of
Ay. The two statements in (6.7) follow from the convex semi-monotonicity of By. We
show only the first statement as the second follows analogously. First note that since
1He=1—-¢1—egand 1He =1+ ¢1 + &9, for any y € F, we have

Bifi(y) < (1—e1—e2)Bofly) +e1(l — 9)BLVi(y) + a1 — ) B1Va(y)
+e19pB1E1(y) + e29B1Ea(y)
= (1B¢e)B.f(y) +e(1 — ¢)BLV(y) + cpBLE(y),

where we used the convex semi-monotonicity of By. Now, for any x € E such that
z = x — y, subtracting By fi(y), adding By fi(x), and then dividing by 1 H¢e on both
sides yields the claim. O

Proof of Theorem 3.14. To prove the inequality in equation (3.9), and consequently the
strong comparison principle, it suffices by Proposition 6.3 to establish (6.3), which is
a condition on the interior operator. By the compactness of ©® and the lower semi-
continuity of Z in # assumed in (c), we can find a 67, € © such that

Hft(za) = sup {Aofi(za) + Bofi(2a) — Z(xa,0)}

= Aga fT (wa) + Bgz fT(xa) — I(CEOH 9;)
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Consequently, we can estimate

T 0) ~ A < | e filen) - e i)
1

_l’_

1
T2 Bonf1(@a) = 77 Bes » fr (2] )]

1 . 1
+ _ﬁlﬂez(i’;ﬁa) T 13s (%m@*)} :

Using the expansions of A, and A_ in Lemma 6.5 and the existence of a ®-controlled
growth coupling, cf. Assumption (a) of Theorem 3.14, we can make analogous arguments

o |9, Proof of Theorem 3.1, Estimate (1)| for the difference of A.

For the difference of B, we can use the expansions of By and B_ in Lemma 6.5
and convex semi-monotonicity, cf. Assumption (b) of Theorem 3.14, and then proceed
analogously to |9, Proof of Theorem 3.1, Estimate (2)].

Lastly, we use Assumption (c) of Theorem 3.14 to estimate as in [9, Proof of Theorem
3.1, Estimate (3)].

Taking everything together, we arrive at the estimate

H H !
a,as—o0 1 He 1He
2e
<—n———((1 = p)Ap .V Ag+ (2
— (155)(1536) (( SD) 0*,+ (Z) +90 0 ( 27072)(2))

+ (15;2@ ((1 — ¢)Bp« + V(2) + ¢Byp- (Ez,O,z)(z))

(- )T, 6)
< TEaEa -
+ (155?%&.)9@ [(Ags +Bo)(E.0.)15
= 5((1 S 6)2(1 BV T a8 5)2(1 T ¥ A + BG*)(E-:O,-W{)
=¢e(C)+C.yp) .,

where cy = ¢}, +c,. If OE; # 0, we set ¢, = cy; and, if OF; = (), we set cy; = (cv V0)
with cy; given by (3.6). Furthermore, let C? = (CO ,C2y) and Ccp = (Cep1,Cep2)
defined via the second to last line. The estimate on the difference of Hamiltonians (6.3)
of Proposition 6.3 is thus satisfied. As a consequence the final estimate (3.9) holds and
the strict comparison principle follows. O

@) [(Ag= 1 + B+ 4 )(V) = Z(-,0%) | &

APPENDIX A. THE JENSEN PERTURBATION

Proposition A.1. Fizn > 0 and let i € {1,2}. Let ¢: E; x E; — R be bounded above
and semi-convex with convexity constant k; > 1. Suppose that (zg,y0) is an optimizer
of

¢(xo,y0) = [¢] .
Let Ri > 0, {Gi2plecbipera C© C(E;) and {&.}.ce C CY(E;) and semi-concavity
constant ke, be as in Definition 3.12.
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Fiz €1,e2 > 0 such that 1 — (€1 + €2)kg, > 0. Furthermore, define for p = (p1,p2) €
RY% x R% the perturbed functions

dp(,y) = O, y) — €1(&iao (%) + Cizop () — €2(Eiyo (1) + Cigorpa (1))

Then there exist py € By (0) N{E; —zo}, p2 € By(0) N{E; —yo}, and a pair (z1,11) €
By (z0) x By(yo) globally maximizing ¢, at which ¢, is twice differentiable.

Proof. The statement follows from |9, Proposition A.1] by noting that choosing B,,(0) N
{E; — z0}, respectively B,(0) N {E; — yo}, result the same properties of the set-valued
map Opt. g

Corollary A.2. Forn >0, p and (x1,y1) as in Proposition A.1, we have

0< —e (fﬂ»‘o (1) + Cao,pn (1:1)) — €2 (gyo(yl) + Cyo.ps (yl)) < en+ e,

and
[¢] < bpe(®1,y1) < [S] + €1m + ean.
Proof. See |9, Corollary A.2]. O
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