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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, x ∈ E,

Gf(x) = 0, x ∈ ∂E,
(1.1)

on a (partially) bounded, cylindrical space E with a boundary satisfying the exte-
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],
[33].

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], [4], [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], [28], [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(x) = ⟨b(x),∇f(x)⟩+ 1

2
Tr

(
ΣΣT (x)D2f(x)

)
+

∫ [
f(x+ z)− f(x)− χ

B1(0)(z) ⟨z,∇f(x)⟩
]
µx(dz) +H(∇f(x)) (1.2)

as well as their Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) version

Hf(x) = sup
θ∈Θ

{Hθf(x)− I(x, θ)},

where Hθ are Hamiltonians as in (1.2) but with θ dependent coefficients and I 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 q1, q2 ∈ N, we consider
a closed and bounded set E1 ⊆ Rq1 and a closed set E2 ⊆ Rq2 , and denote E = E1×E2.
We assume that, for i ∈ {1, 2}, the interior of Ei is a domain, i.e., non-empty and
connected. We endow E with the product topology and metric d2 = d21+d22, where, for
i ∈ {1, 2}, di is the Euclidian distance on Rqi . Furthermore, we denote the boundary of
E as ∂E and its interior as E̊. We denote the set of outward normals at x ∈ ∂E as Nx.
Furthermore, we impose the exterior sphere condition on E, i.e., there exists a rE > 0

such that, for all x ∈ ∂E and outward normal vectors n(x) ∈ Nx, we have

BrE (x+ rn(x)) ∩ E = ∅.

Denote the set of upper and lower semicontinuous functions as USC(E) and LSC(E),
respectively. Let C(E) and Cb(E) be the set of continuous and bounded continuous
functions. For k ∈ N, let Ck(E) denote the space of all real-valued functions on E that
are k-times continuously differentiable. Let Ck

b (E) the set of all functions in Ck(E) with
bounded derivatives up to order k ∈ N. We write Cu(E) and Cl(E) for the set of con-
tinuous functions on E that are uniformly bounded from above and below, respectively.
Moreover, we write

C+(E) := {f ∈ C(E) | f has compact sub-level sets},
C−(E) := {f ∈ C(E) | f has compact super-level sets},
Cc(E) := {f ∈ C(E) | f is constant outside of a compact set}.

We furthermore define the following intersections: C2
c (E) = Cc(E) ∩ C2(E),

C2
+(E) := C+(E) ∩ C2(E), C2

−(E) := C−(E) ∩ C2(E).

Moreover, C∞
c (E) denotes the space of all smooth functions that are constant outside

of a compact set.
For a, b ∈ R, we write a ∨ b := max{a, b} and a ∧ b := min{a, b}. We denote the

supremum norm by || · ||, that is

||f || = sup
x∈E

|f(x)|,

for f ∈ Cb(E), while, for u ∈ C(E), we use the notation

⌈u⌉ := sup
x∈E

u(x) or ⌊u⌋ := inf
x∈E

u(x)

for a supremum or infimum over the entire space and

⌈u⌉C := sup
x∈C

u(x) or ⌊u⌋C := inf
x∈C

u(x)

for a supremum or infimum over a subset C ⊆ E, respectively.
For two functions f, g : E → R, we say that f ∈ o(g), if, for all δ > 0, there exists a

radius r > 0 such that, for all x ∈ E with |x| > r, we have |f(x)| ≤ δ|g(x)|.
As we make frequent use of them, we distinguish the direct sum on E = E1 × E2

from the direct sum on E × E: For functions f1 : E1 → R and f2 : E2 → R, a vector of
constants C = (C1, C2) ∈ R2, and x = (x1, x2) ∈ E1 ×E2, we denote the direct sum on
E as

Cf(x) := C1f1(x1) + C2f2(x2).
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If C ∈ R, we identify C = (C,C) to define Cf(x). For the direct sum on E ×E, we use
the usual notation and, for f1, f2 ∈ C(E), write f1 ⊕ f2, f1 ⊖ f2 ∈ C(E × E) to mean

(f1 ⊕ f2)(x, x
′) := f1(x) + f2(x

′) and (f1 ⊖ f2)(x, x
′) := f1(x)− f2(x

′)

for all x, x′ ∈ E. Furthermore, for two sets of functions F1, F2 ⊆ C(E), we define

F1 ⊕ F2 := {f1 ⊕ f2 | f1 ∈ F1, f2 ∈ F2} and F1 ⊖ F2 := {f1 ⊖ f2 | f1 ∈ F1, f2 ∈ F2} .

For a vector of constants C = (C1, C2) ∈ R2, we write

1⊞ C := (1 + C1 + C2), 1⊟ C := (1− C1 − C2).

We say that a function ω : [0,∞) → [0,∞) is a modulus of continuity, if ω is upper
semi-continuous with ω(0) = 0. We say that a function f admits a modulus of continuity
ωK : [0,∞) → [0,∞) on a compact set K ⊆ E if, for all x, y ∈ K, we have

|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ ωK(d(x, y)).

A function ϕ : E → R is called semi-convex with constant κ ∈ R if, for any x0 ∈ E,
the map

x 7→ ϕ(x) +
κ

2
d2(x, x0)

is convex. Moreover, ϕ is called semi-concave with constant κ ∈ R if −ϕ is semi-convex
with constant −κ.

We say that a function f ∈ C(E,Rq1+q2) is one-sided Lipschitz if there is some
constant C ∈ R such that, for all x, y ∈ E,

⟨x− y, f(x)− f(y)⟩ ≤ Cd2(x, y).

For any z ∈ E, let sz : E → Rq1+q2 be the shift map

sz(x) = x− z.

For any z1, z2 ∈ E and function Φ: E2 → R, let

Φz1,z2(x, y) := Φ (sz1(x), sz2(y)) . (2.1)

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

D(H) := {f ∈ C(E) | ∃ g ∈ C(E) : (f, g) ∈ H} .

Let H1, H2 ⊆ C(E)× C(E). We define

H1 +H2 := {(f, g1 + g2) | (f, g1) ∈ H1, (f, g2) ∈ H2} ,

which is an operator with domain

D(H1 +H2) := D(H1) ∩ D(H2).

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 +Hg.

2.3. Viscosity solutions. For operators F1 ⊆ Cl(E) × C(E), G1 ⊆ Cl(∂E) × C(∂E)

and F2 ⊆ Cu(E) × C(E), G2 ⊆ Cu(∂E) × C(∂E), we consider the boundary value
problems

H1f(x) =

{
F1f(x), if x ∈ E,

G1f(x), if x ∈ ∂E,
and H2f(x) =

{
F2f(x), if x ∈ E,

G2f(x), if x ∈ ∂E,
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and study the equations

H1f ≤ 0, (2.2)

H2f ≥ 0. (2.3)

The notion of viscosity solution is built upon the maximum principle.

Definition 2.1 (Maximum principle). We say that operators H1 ⊆ C(E) ×
(
C(E̊) ∩

USC(E)
)

and H2 ⊆ C(E)×
(
C(E̊)∩LSC(E)

)
satisfy the maximum principle if, for all

f1, f2 ∈ D(H1) and x0 ∈ E with

f1(x0)− f2(x0) = sup
x∈E

{f1(x)− f2(x)},

we have
H1f1(x0) ≤ H1f2(x0)

and, analogously, for all f1, f2 ∈ D(H2) and x0 ∈ E with

f1(x0)− f2(x0) = inf
x∈E

{f1(x)− f2(x)},

we have
H2f1(x0) ≥ H2f2(x0).

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

#{g ∈ C(E) | (f, g) ∈ 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 V 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∞

c (E).

Definition 2.2 (Viscosity sub- and supersolutions). Let F1 ⊆ Cl(E) × C(E), G1 ⊆
Cl(∂E) × C(∂E) and F2 ⊆ Cu(E) × C(E), G2 ⊆ Cu(∂E) × C(∂E) be operators with
domains D(F1), D(G1), D(F2), and D(G2), respectively. Then, for f1 ∈ D(F1) with
f1|∂E ∈ D(G1), let

H1f1(x) =

{
F1f1(x), if x ∈ E,

min
{
F1f1(x), G1f1(x)

}
, if x ∈ ∂E,

(2.4)

be an operator with domain D(H1) = D(F1)∩D(G1) and, for f2 ∈ D(F2) with f2|∂E ∈
D(G2), let

H2f2(x) =

{
F2f2(x), if x ∈ E,

max
{
F2f2(x), G2f2(x)

}
, if x ∈ ∂E

(2.5)

be an operator with domain D(H2) = D(F2) ∩ D(G2).
(a) An upper semicontinuous function u : E → R is called a (viscosity) subsolution

to (2.2) if, for all (f, g) ∈ H1 with f ∈ D(H1) ∩ C+(E), there exists a sequence
(xn)n∈N ⊆ E such that

lim
n→∞

u(xn)− f(xn) = sup
x∈E

u(x)− f(x),

lim sup
n→∞

g(xn) ≤ 0.
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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) ∈ H2 with f ∈ D(H2) ∩ C−(E), there exists a sequence
(xn)n∈N ⊆ E such that

lim
n→∞

v(xn)− f(xn) = inf
x∈E

v(x)− f(x),

lim inf
n→∞

g(xn) ≥ 0.

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 Hf = 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
x∈E

u(x)− v(x) ≤ sup
x∈∂E

u(x)− v(x).

(b) the strict comparison principle if, for any subsolution u to (2.2), any supersolu-
tion v to (2.3), any compact set K ⊆ E and ε = (ε1, ε2) with ε1, ε2 > 0, there
exist a compact set K̃ = K̃(K, ε, u, v) ⊆ ∂E and a constant C = C(u, v) such
that we have

sup
x∈K

u(x)− v(x) ≤ εC + sup
x∈K̃

u(x)− v(x).

Note that also in the setting with boundary, the strict comparison principle implies
the comparison principle: The strict comparison principle implies that, for any x0 ∈ E

and ε = (ε1, ε2) with ε1, ε2 > 0, there exists a constants C = (C1, C2), independent of
ε, and a compact set K̃ ⊆ ∂E such that

u(x0)− v(x0) ≤ εC + sup
x∈K̃

u(x)− v(x) ≤ εC + sup
x∈∂E

u(x)− v(x).

Now, letting ε1, ε2 ↓ 0 and taking the supremum over all x0 ∈ 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(x) = sup
θ∈Θ

{
Hθf(x)− I(x, θ)

}
= sup

θ∈Θ

{
Aθf(x) + Bθf(x)− I(x, θ)

}
(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 Hθ in equation (3.1).

Definition 3.1 (Coupling). Let A ⊆ C(E)× C(E) and Â ⊆ C(E2)× C(E2) be linear
on their respective domains. We say Â is a coupling of A if D(A)⊕D(A) ⊆ D(Â) and,
for any f1, f2 ∈ D(A), we have

Â (f1 ⊕ f2) = Af1 +Af2.

Recall the notation Φz,z′ introduced in (2.1).

Definition 3.2 (Φ-controlled growth). Let Â ⊆ C(E2) × C(E2). For some function
Φ: E2 → R, we say that Â has Φ-controlled growth if, for any α = (α1, α2) with
α1, α2 > 1 and z, z′ ∈ E, we have αΦz,z′ ∈ D(Â).

In addition, for any compact set K ⊆ E, there exists a modulus of continuity
ω
Â,K

: [0,∞) → [0,∞) and x, x′, y, y′ ∈ K such that

Â
(
αΦx−y, x′−y′

)
(x, x′) ≤ ω

Â,K

(
α
(
(d(x, y) + d(y′, x′))2 +Φ(y, y′)

)
+
(
d(x, y) + d(y′, x′) + Φ(y, y′)

) )
.

Definition 3.3 (Φ-controlled growth coupling). Let A ⊆ C(E) × C(E) and Â ⊆
C(E2) × C(E2) be linear on their respective domains. We say Â is a Φ-controlled
growth coupling of A if the following properties are satisfied:

(a) Â satisfies the maximum principle, cf. Definition 2.1.
(b) Â is a coupling of A, cf. Definition 3.1.
(c) Â has Φ-controlled growth, cf. Definition 3.2.

Definition 3.4 (Local first-order operator). We say that B ⊆ C(E)× C(E) is a local
first-order operator if there exists a continuous map B : E ×Rq1+q2 → R such that, for
any f ∈ D(B), we have Bf(x) = B(x,∇f(x)).

Definition 3.5 (Local semi-monotonicity w.r.t. Φ). Let B ⊆ C(E) × C(E) be local
first-order for some B, cf. Definition 3.4. For some function Φ: E2 → R, we say that B
is locally semi-monotone w.r.t. Φ if, for any compact set K ⊆ E, there exists a modulus
of continuity ωB,K : [0,∞) → [0,∞) such that, for all x, y ∈ K and α = (α1, α2) with
α1, α2 > 1, we have

B(x, α(x− x′))−B(y, α(x− x′)) ≤ ωB,K
(
α
(
d2(x, x′) ∧ Φ(x, x′)

)
+ d(x, x′) + Φ(x, x′)

)
.
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Definition 3.6 (Convex semi-monotone operator w.r.t. Φ). We say that B ⊆ C(E)×
C(E) is a convex semi-monotone operator w.r.t. Φ if the following properties are satis-
fied:

(a) B ⊆ C(E)× C(E) is locally semi-monotone w.r.t. Φ for some B, cf. Definition
3.5.

(b) For all x ∈ E, the map p 7→ B(x, 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:

• We need a function V that allows us to (1) work with compact sets and (2)
serves as a growth bound if E2 is unbounded, see Definition 3.9.

• Since we want to construct optimizers using a Jensen-type result, cf. Proposition
A.1, we need families of locally linear perturbation ζp,z and localization ξz, cf.
Definition 3.12.

Definition 3.7 (Doubling penalization). For i ∈ {1, 2}, we say that a function ϕi : Ei×
Ei → [0,∞) is a doubling penalization for Ei if

(a) ϕi is lower semi-continuous and semi-concave with semiconcavity constant κϕi
.

(b) ϕi separates points, i.e., for all xi, yi ∈ Ei with xi ̸= yi, we have ϕi(xi, xi) = 0

and ϕi(xi, yi) > 0.
We say that a function Φ: E × E → [0,∞) is a doubling penalization if

Φ(x, y) = ϕ1(x1, y1) + ϕ2(x2, y2),

where x, y ∈ E and ϕ1, ϕ2 are doubling penalization for E1 and E2.

Example 3.8 (Doubling penalization). The prototypical choice of doubling penaliza-
tion is ϕi(x, x

′) = 1
2d

2
i (x, x

′) for i ∈ {1, 2}.

Definition 3.9. For i ∈ {1, 2}, we call Vi : Ei → R a containment function for Ei if we
have

(a) Vi is bounded from below,
(b) Vi is semi-concave with semi-concavity constant κVi ,
(c) for every c ∈ R, the set {y |Vi(y) ≤ c} is compact.

We the call V : E → R a containment function if

V(x) = V1(x1) + V2(x2),

where x ∈ E and V1, V2 are containment functions for E1 and E2.

Depending on the operator and the underlying space, typical examples of containment
functions in the literature are Vi(x) ≈ x or Vi(x) ≈ x2 but also Vi(x) ≈ log(1 + x2) 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 ∂Ei ̸= ∅, we consider

Vi(x) = x or Vi(x) = log

(
1 +

(x+ 1.5)2

2

)
+ CH ,

where CH is a constant depending on the operator. For ∂Ei = ∅, we consider

Vi(x) = log

(
1 +

1

2
x2

)
.
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Note that all examples have semi-concavity constant κVi = 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 Ei, 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 Ei 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 Hf(x) = ⟨x,∇f(x)⟩, which has bounded action for
log(1 + x2) but not x2.

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 ζp,z as a first-order
penalization and families of localization functions ξz as second-order penalization. The
procedure is performed for E1 and E2 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.

ζz,p(x) = ζ1,z1,p1(x1) + ζ2,z2,p2(x2) = ⟨p1, x1 − z1⟩+ ⟨p2, x2 − z2⟩ , (3.2)

ξz(x) = ξ1,z1(x1) + ξ2,z2(x2) =
1

2

(
d21(x1, z1) + d22(x2, z2)

)
, (3.3)

centered at some z ∈ E and with slopes p = (p1, p2) ∈ Rq1+q2 .

Definition 3.12 (Point penalizations). Let i ∈ {1, 2}. We call collections of maps
{ζi,zi,pi}zi∈Ei,pi∈Rqi ⊆ C(Ei) and {ξi,zi}zi∈Ei ⊆ C1(Ei), ζi,zi,pi : Ei → R and ξi,zi : Ei →
R sets of first and second order point penalizations on Ei, respectively, if there exist
constants Ri > 0 and κξi > 0 such that for all zi ∈ Ei:

(a) ζi,zi,pi is linear in terms of pi around zi:

ζi,zi,pi(yi) = ⟨pi, yi − zi⟩

if yi ∈ BRi(zi) ∩ Ei.
(b) The map ξi,zi is semi-concave with constant κξi .
(c) The map ξi,zi is a penalization away from zi:

ξzi(zi) = 0, ξzi(yi) > 0, if yi ̸= zi.

(d) We have
inf

|pi|≤1
inf

yi∈Ei\BRi
(zi)

ξi,zi(yi) + ζi,zi,pi(yi) > 0.

We simply call {ζz,p}z∈E,p∈Rq1+q2 ⊆ C(E) and {ξz}z∈E ⊆ C1(E) with

ζz,p(x) = ζ1,z1,p1(x1) + ζ2,z2,p2(x2),

ξz(x) = ξ1,z1(x1) + ξ2,z2(x2),

sets of first and second order point penalizations, if the collections {ζ1,z1,p1}z1∈E1,p1∈Rq1 ,
{ζ2,z2,p2}z2∈E2,p2∈Rq2 , {ξ1,z1}z1∈E1 , and {ξ2,z2}z2∈E2 are sets of first and second order
point penalizations on E1 and E2, respectively.
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For any given z0, z1 ∈ E and p ∈ Rq, we consider the maps

Ξ0(y) = Ξ0
z0,p(y) := ξz0(y) + ζz0,p(y),

Ξ(y) = Ξz0,p,z1(y) := ξz0(y) + ζz0,p(y) + ξz1(y).

For the examples in Section 4, we work with the following two choices for ζ and ξ.
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

ζz,p(x) = ⟨p1, x1 − z1⟩+ ⟨p2, x2 − z2⟩ ,

ξz(x) =
1

2
d2(x, z).

Collection 2: Let R′′ > R′ > R > 2. Let ℓ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) be a smooth function
satisfying l(r) = 1 for r < R′ and l(r) = 0 for x > R′′. Let

ζp,z(x) = ℓ(d(x, z))
(
⟨p1, x1 − z1⟩+ ⟨p2, x2 − z2⟩

)
,

ξz(x) = (1− ℓ(d(x, z)))(R′′ + 1)2 + ℓ(d(x, z))
1

2
d2(x, z).

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, if x ∈ E,

−Gf(x) = 0, if x ∈ ∂E,
(BVP)

with H ⊆ C(E)×C(E) and some operator G. In many cases, like the parabolic problems
considered in Section 4.1, we have G ⊆ C(∂E) × C(∂E). However, if the boundary of
E itself has a subset that behaves like a boundary, denoted by ∂∂E, G can itself be a
boundary value problem. In this case, we essentially treat a problem of form

−Hf(x) = 0, if x ∈ E,

−Gf(x) = 0, if x ∈ ∂E,

−Ff(x) = 0, if x ∈ ∂∂E,

(BVP’)

where now H ⊆ C(E)× C(E), G ⊆ C(∂E)× C(∂E), and F ⊆ C(∂∂E)× C(∂∂E), 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

−H1f(x) =

{
−Hf(x), if x ∈ E,

min{−G1f(x),−Hf(x)}, if x ∈ ∂E,
(3.4)

where H1 ⊆ C(E) ×
(
C(E̊) ∩ LSC(E)

)
, and supersolutions v to the supersolution

operator

−H2f(x) =

{
−Hf(x), if x ∈ E,

max{−G2f(x),−Hf(x)}, if x ∈ ∂E,
(3.5)
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where H2 ⊆ C(E)×
(
C(E̊) ∩ USC(E)

)
with G1 ⊆ C(∂E)× LSC(∂E), G2 ⊆ C(∂E)×

USC(∂E), and H ⊆ C(E)× C(E) of the form

Hf(x) = sup
θ∈Θ

{
Aθf(x) + Bθf(x)− I(x, θ)

}
.

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 Φ, a
containment function V, and penalization functions {ζz,p}z∈E,p∈Rq1+q2 and {ζz}z∈E.
Let H1 ⊆ C(E)×

(
C(E̊)∩LSC(E)

)
as in (3.4) and H2 ⊆ C(E)×

(
C(E̊)∩USC(E)

)
as

in (3.5) with H ⊆ C(E)× C(E) in Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman form

Hf(x) = sup
θ∈Θ

{
Aθf(x) + Bθf(x)− I(x, θ)

}
with Θ a compact, metric space, and boundary operators G1 ⊆ C(∂E)× LSC(∂E) and
G2 ⊆ C(∂E)× USC(∂E) all satisfying the technical Assumptions 3.15 and 3.16 below,
and

(a) For all θ ∈ Θ, Aθ is linear on its domain and has a Φ-controlled growth coupling
Âθ as in Definition 3.3 with a modulus uniform in θ.

(b) For all θ ∈ Θ, Bθ is convex semi-monotone operators w.r.t. Φ as in Definition
3.6 with a modulus uniform in θ.

(c) The cost functional I : E×Θ → (−∞,∞] is lower semi-continuous in (x, θ) and
admits a modulus of continuity in x uniformly in θ.

(d) For i ∈ {1, 2}, Vi is a Lyapunov function for H: We have Vi ∈ D(H) and

cVi
:= sup

x∈E
HVi(x) < ∞. (3.6)

If ∂E ̸= ∅, we additionally have cVi < 0.

Consider the pair of equations

−H1f ≤ 0, (3.7)

−H2f ≥ 0. (3.8)

Let u and v be sub- and supersolutions to (3.7) and (3.8), respectively, if E2 is unbounded,
with u, v ∈ o(V2). Then, for any compact set K ⊆ E and ε = (ε1, ε2) with ε1, ε2 ∈ (0, 1),
we have

sup
x∈K

u(x)− v(x) ≤ εC̃K + sup
x∈K̃

u1(x)− u2(x), (3.9)

where K̃ = K̃(K, ε, u, v) ⊆ ∂E is a compact set given by

K̃ :=

{
z ∈ ∂E

∣∣∣∣ 1

1⊟ ε
(εV(z)− u(z)) +

1

1⊞ ε
(εV(z)− v(z))

≤ ε

1⊟ ε
⌈V − u⌉K +

ε

1⊞ ε
⌈V − v⌉K − ⌈u− v⌉K

}
and C̃K = (C̃K

1 , C̃K
2 ) with

C̃K
1 = C̃K

1 (u− V1, v − V1) and C̃K
2 = C̃K

2 (u− V2, v − V2).

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 H1 and H2). Let H1 ⊆ C(E) ×
(
C(E̊) ∩ LSC(E)

)
and H2 ⊆ C(E)×

(
C(E̊) ∩USC(E)

)
be operators with the following two restrictions

H+ ⊆ {(f, g) ∈ H1 | f ∈ C+(E)} ,
H− ⊆ {(f, g) ∈ H2 | f ∈ C−(E)} ,

satisfying
(a) H satisfies the maximum principle,
(b) for j ∈ {1, 2}, D(Hj) is a cone and C∞

c (E) ⊆ D(Hj) ⊆ C(E),
(c) D(H+) is convex,
(d) for any f1 ∈ D(H1), f2 ∈ D(H2), and g ∈ D(H+) and δ ∈ (0, 1) we have

(1− δ)f1 + δg ∈ D(H+), (1 + δ)f2 − δg ∈ 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 Aθ and Bθ as well as the boundary operators G1 and G2 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 Aθ, Bθ, G1, and G2). Let Θ be a compact, metric
space. For θ ∈ Θ, let Aθ,Bθ ⊆ C(E)×C(E). Consider a containment function V as in
Definition 3.9 and penalization functions {ζz,p}z∈E,p∈Rq1+q2 and {ξz}z∈E as in Definition
3.12.

(a) Let the collection {Aθ}θ∈Θ be compatible with V, {ζz,p}z∈E,p∈Rq1+q2 , and {ξz}z∈E ,
i.e.,
(1) we have

V ◦ sz ∈ D(Aθ), Ξz0,p,z1 ◦ sz ∈ D(Aθ),

for any θ ∈ Θ and z ∈ B1(0) ∩ {E − x},
(2) the maps

(θ, x, z0, p, z1, z) 7→ Aθ (Ξz0,p,z1 ◦ sz) (x),
(θ, x, z) 7→ Aθ (V ◦ sz) (x)

are continuous,
(3) the map

θ 7→ Aθf(x)

is continuous for any x ∈ E and f ∈
⋂

θ∈ΘD(Aθ).
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(b) Let the collection {Bθ}θ∈Θ be compatible with V, {ζz,p}z∈E,p∈Rq1+q2 , and {ξz}z∈E ,
i.e.,
(1) we have

V ◦ sz ∈ D(Bθ), Ξz0,p,z1 ◦ sz ∈ D(Bθ),

for any θ ∈ Θ and z ∈ B1(0) ∩ {E − x},
(2) the maps

(θ, x, z0, p, z1) 7→ BθΞz0,p,z1(x),

(θ, x) 7→ BθV(x)

are continuous,
(3) the map

θ 7→ Bθf(x)

is continuous for any x ∈ E and f ∈
⋂

θ∈ΘD(Bθ).
(c) Let G1 and G2 be compatible with V, {ζz,p}z∈E,p∈Rq1+q2 , and {ξz}z∈E , i.e., for

j ∈ {1, 2}, let

V ◦ sz|∂E ∈ D(Gj) and Ξz0,p,z1 ◦ sz|∂E ∈ D(Gj).

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 = [0, T ] × Rq with q ∈ N. To avoid confusion, in this section we denote an element
from E as (t, x). Thus, we consider operators of type

∂f

∂t
(t, x) = H[f(t, ·)](x),

f(T, x) = fT (x),

where H ⊆ C(E)× C(E) is an operator of the form

H[f(t, ·)](x) = sup
θ∈Θ

{
Bθ[f(t, ·)](x) + Aθ[f(t, ·)](x)− I(θ)

}
= sup

θ∈Θ

{
⟨b(x),∇f(t, x)⟩+ 1

2
Tr

(
ΣΣT (x, θ)D2f(t, x)

)
+

∫ [
f(t, x+ z)− f(t, x)− χ

B1(0)(z) ⟨z,∇f(t, x)⟩
]
µx,θ(dz)− I(θ)

}
and fT ∈ Cb(Rq). As such, for i ∈ {1, 2}, we have

−Hf(t, x) = −∂f

∂t
(t, x) +H[f(t, ·)](x), if (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× Rd,

−Gif(t, x) = f(T, x)− fT,i(x), if (t, x) ∈ {T} × Rd.
(4.1)

with fT,i ∈ Cb(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], [34], [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 Φ as well as appropriate Lyapunov functions V1 and V2 and penalizations
ζz,p and ξz.

As is standard in the literature, we choose

αΦ((t, y), (t′, y′)) =
α1

2
(t− t′)2 +

α2

2
d2(y, y′)

as the doubling penalization and

V(t, x) = V1(t) + V2(x) = t+ log

(
1 +

x2

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

Bθf(t, x) = −∂f

∂t
(t, x) + Bθ[f(t, ·)](x), Aθf(t, x) = Aθ[f(t, ·)](x),

and I 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:

ζz,p(t, x) = ⟨p1, t− z1⟩+ ⟨p2, x− z2⟩ ,

ξz(t, x) =
1

2

(
(t− z1)

2 + d2(x, z2)
)
.

Collection 2: Let R′′ > R′ > R > 2. Let ℓ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) be a smooth function
satisfying l(r) = 1 for r < R′ and l(r) = 0 for x > R′′. Let

ζp,z(t, x) = ℓ(|t− z1|+ d(x, z2)) ⟨p1, t− z1⟩+ ⟨p2, x− z2⟩ ,

ξz(t, x) =
(
1− ℓ(|t− z1|+ d(x, z2))

)
(R′′ + 1)2

+ ℓ(|t− z1|+ d(x, z2))
1

2

(
(t− z1)

2 + d2(x, z2)
)
.

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 ⊆ E, there
exist a compact set K̃x and constants C̃K = (C̃K

1 , C̃K
2 ) such that we have

sup
(t,x)∈K

u(t, x)− v(t, x) ≤ εC̃K + sup
x∈K̃x

u(T, x)− v(T, x)

Now taking ε1, ε2 ↓ 0 and inserting the terminal conditions, we find that

sup
(t,x)∈[0,T ]×Rq

u(t, x)− v(t, x) ≤ sup
x∈Rq

fT,1(x)− fT,2(x).

4.2. Spaces with corners. In this section, we treat elliptic problems on the first
quadrant E = [0,∞) × [0,∞), a space that, in particular, has a corner. For λ > 0,
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h ∈ Cb(E), h∂1 ∈ Cb(∂1E), and h∂2 ∈ Cb(∂2E), we consider the boundary value problem

f(x)− λHf(x) = h(x), if x ∈ E := [0,∞)× [0,∞),

f(x)− λH∂1f(x) = h∂1(x), if x ∈ ∂1E := {0} × [0,∞),

f(x)− λH∂2f(x) = h∂2(x), if x ∈ ∂2E := [0,∞)× {0},
f(x) = 0, if x ∈ ∂0E := {0} × {0},

with H ⊆ C(E)× C(E) of the form

Hf(x) = ⟨b(x),∇f(x)⟩+ 1

2
Tr

(
ΣΣT (x)D2f(x)

)
+

∫ [
f(x+ z)− f(x)− χ

B1(0)(z) ⟨z,∇f(x)⟩
]
µx(dz)

with, for exposition, b and Σ Lipschitz and bounded and µx ∈ MW ([−x1,∞) ×
[−x2,∞)) and Lipschitz as in [9, Section 4.3] and, for i ∈ {1, 2}, the boundary op-
erators H∂i ⊆ C(∂iE)× C(∂iE) of form

H∂if(x) =
〈
b∂i(x),∇f(x)

〉
+

∫ [
f(x+ z)− f(x)− χ

B1(0)(z) ⟨z,∇f(x)⟩
]
µ∂i
x (dz)

with b∂i Lipschitz, bounded, and oblique to E, i.e.,
〈
b∂i(x), n(x)

〉
> 0 for all x ∈ ∂iE

and n(x) ∈ Nx. Furthermore, we consider µ∂i
x ∈ MW (∂iE∩([−xi,∞)×{0})), Lipschitz,

and jumping inwards, i.e., supp(µ∂i
x ) ⊆ [−xi, 0]× {0}.

Consequently, the subsolution operator H1 is of form

−H1f(x) =



f(x)− λHf(x)− h(x), if x ∈ E̊,

min{f(x)− λH∂1f(x)− h∂1(x), f(x)− λHf(x)− h(x)}, if x ∈ ∂1E,

min{f(x)− λH∂2f(x)− h∂2(x), f(x)− λHf(x)− h(x)}, if x ∈ ∂2E,

min{f(x), f(x)− λH∂1f(x)− h∂1(x),

f(x)− λH∂2f(x)− h∂2(x), f(x)− λHf(x)− h(x)}, if x ∈ ∂0E.

The supersolution operator is then defined analogously.
As the doubling penalization, we choose αΦ(x, x′) = α

2 d
2(x1, x

′
1)+

α
2 d

2(x2, x
′
2), 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 + x2

2 ) with a slight modification that ensures that
supx∈E HjV(x) < 0 holds for j ∈ {1, 2}: We choose V = V1 + V2 with

Vi(xi) = log

(
1 +

(xi + 1.5)2

2

)
+max{∥h∥, ∥h∂1∥, ∥h∂2∥}+ 1.

Analogous to [9, Section 4], direct calculations show that supx∈E HV(x) < ∞,
supx∈∂1E H∂1V(x) < ∞, and supx∈∂2E H∂2V(x) < ∞. Additionally, we find that

sup
x∈E

⟨b(x),∇V(x)⟩ ≤ cV,b < 0,

sup
x∈E

Tr
(
ΣΣT (x)D2V(x)

)
≤ cV,Σ < 0,

sup
x∈E

∫ [
V(x+ z)−V(x)− χ

B1(0)(z) ⟨z,∇V(x)⟩
]
µx(dz) ≤ cV,µ < 0,

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∂1 , and H∂2 are convex semi-monotone.

The coupling of the stochastic part of the interior operator

Af(x) :=
1

2
Tr

(
ΣΣT (x)D2f(x)

)
+

∫ [
f(x+ z)− f(x)− χ

B1(0)(z) ⟨z,∇f(x)⟩
]
µx(dz)

then works as it did in [9, Sections 4.2 and 4.3]: To couple 1
2 Tr

(
ΣΣT (x)D2f(x)

)
we

consider the operator

ÂΣg(x, x
′) := Tr

(
Σ̂2(x, x′)D2g(x, x′)

)
,

with

Σ̂2(x, x′) :=

(
Σ(x)ΣT (x) Σ(x′)ΣT (x)

Σ(x)ΣT (x′) Σ(x′)ΣT (x′)

)
,

which by [9, Proposition 4.5] and the Lipschitzianity and boundedness of Σ is a d2-
controlled growth coupling.

Analogously, using that µx ∈ MW ([−x1,∞)× [−x2,∞)) and Lipschitz, by [9, Propo-
sition 4.13] we find a d2-controlled growth coupling of∫ [

f(x+ z)− f(x)− χ
B1(0)(z) ⟨z,∇f(x)⟩

]
µx(dz)

that is of form

Âµg(x, x
′) :=

∫ [
g(x+ z1, x

′ + z2)− g(x, x′)

− χ̂(z1, z2)
〈
(z1, z2)

T ,∇g(x, x′)
〉 ]

πx,x′(dz1, dz2).

Consequently, we find that

Âg(x, x′) = ÂΣg(x, x
′) + Âµg(x, x

′)

is a d2-controlled growth coupling of A, which overall allows us to apply Theorem 3.14
to show the strict comparison principle for H1 and H2.

Note that we can now reapply the strict comparison principle to ∂1E and ∂2E with
∂0E = {0} × {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 ⊆ E, resulting compact set K̃ ⊆
∂0E∪∂1E∪∂2E, and constants C̃K , C̃K̃ ∈ R2, we get the following chain of inequalities:

sup
x∈K

u(x)− v(x) ≤ εC̃K + sup
x∈K̃

u1(x)− u2(x) ≤ εC̃K̃ +
(
u1(0)− u2(0)

)
= εC̃K̃ .

Again taking ε1, ε2 ↓ 0, we find that

sup
x∈E

u(x)− v(x) ≤ 0.

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 E, i.e., we require a condition of type

〈
b∂i(x), n(x)

〉
> 0 to hold, and the jump

term on the boundary cannot jump out too far, i.e., we require that supp(µ∂i
x ) ⊆ [−x, 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 E = E1×E2.
In general, the strategy for these types of spaces is to perturb and perform our anal-
ysis on E1 and E2 separately. In the case that one Ei is unbounded, we additionally
want to allow for the treatment of unbounded solution. The allowed growth in Ei is
in terms of growth of the Lyapunov function Vi. More specifically, since we penalize
with a term of order εVi, we need that, for every ε > 0, the sub- and supersolutions less
Vi are bounded from above, i.e., we require u, v ∈ o(Vi). Lastly, we replace the usual
doubling-of-variables penalization d2 by a more general function Φ. 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 u : E → R be upper semi-continuous
and v : E → R be lower semi-continuous. For α = (α1, α2) with α1, α2 > 1, we define
the sup-convolution Pα[u] of u as

Pα[u](y) := sup
x∈E

{
u(x)− α

2
d2(x, y)

}
=

⌈
u− α

2
d2(·, y)

⌉
.

Analogously, we define the inf-convolution Pα[v] of v as

Pα[v](y) := inf
x∈E

{
v(x) +

α

2
d2(x, y)

}
=

⌊
u+

α

2
d2(·, y)

⌋
.

Now implementing the novelties described above, we perform a doubling-of-variables
procedure: For α = (α1, α2) with α1, α2 > 1, we estimate

sup
x∈E

u(x)− v(x) ≤ sup
x,x′∈E

u(x)− v(x′)− αΦ(x, x′)

and then incorporate, for small ε = (ε1, ε2) with ε1, ε2 > 0, the containment functions
V and upper bound sup(u − v) up to a term of order ε. For the sake of clarity, we
expand the entire equation once at this point and then only when necessary:

sup
x∈E

1

1⊟ ε
u(x)− 1

1⊞ ε
v(x)

≤ sup
x,x′∈E

1

1⊟ ε
u(x)− 1

1⊞ ε
v(x′)− αΦ(x, x′)− ε

1⊟ ε
V(x)− ε

1⊞ ε
V(x′)

= sup
x,x′∈E

1

1− ε1 − ε2
u(x1, x2)−

1

1 + ε1 + ε2
v(x′1, x

′
2)− α1ϕ1(x1, x

′
1)

− α2ϕ2(x2, x
′
2)−

ε1
1− ε1 − ε2

V1(x1)−
ε2

1− ε1 − ε2
V2(x2)

− ε1
1 + ε1 + ε2

V1(x
′
1)−

ε2
1 + ε1 + ε2

V2(x
′
2).
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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 E1 is
bounded. For E2 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 d2 is defined on the entirety Rq1+q2 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 Φ and V, mixed with a d2-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 E2 is
unbounded, additionally u, v ∈ o(V2), and {ζz,p}z∈E,p∈Rq1+q2 ⊆ C(E) and {ξz}z∈E ⊆
C1(E) be collections of functions as in Definition 3.12. Fix ε = (ε1, ε2) with ε1, ε2 ∈
(0, 1) and φ ∈ (0, 1).

Then, there exist compact sets Kε,0 ⊆ Kε ⊆ E and, for any α = (α1, α2) with
α1, α2 > 1, three pairs of variables (yα,0, y

′
α,0), (yα, y

′
α), (xα, x′α) in E2 and

pα ∈
(
Bα−1

1
(0) ∩ {E1 − yα,0,1}

)
×
(
Bα−1

2
(0) ∩ {E2 − yα,0,2}

)
,

p′α ∈
(
Bα−1

1
(0) ∩ {E1 − y′α,0,1}

)
×
(
Bα−1

2
(0) ∩ {E2 − y′α,0,2}

)
.

Properties of yα,0, y
′
α,0:

The variables yα,0, y
′
α,0 optimize ⌈Λα⌉, where

Λα(y, y
′) :=

1

1⊟ ε
Pα[u](y)− 1

1⊞ ε
Pα[v](y

′)− αΦ(y, y′)

− ε

1⊟ ε
(1− φ)V(y)− ε

1⊞ ε
(1− φ)V(y′), (5.1)

and satisfy the following property
(a) yα,0, y

′
α,0 ∈ Kε,0.

Properties of yα, y
′
α and pα, p

′
α:

The pair yα, y
′
α optimizes ⌈

Λα − ε

1⊟ ε
φΞ0

1 −
ε

1⊞ ε
φΞ0

2

⌉
(5.2)

and uniquely optimizes ⌈
Λα − ε

1⊟ ε
φΞ1 −

ε

1⊞ ε
φΞ2

⌉
, (5.3)

where Λα is as in (5.1) and

Ξ0
1(y) := Ξ0

yα,0,pα(y), Ξ0
2(y

′) := Ξ0
y′α,0,p

′
α
(y′),

Ξ1(y) := Ξyα,0,pα,yα(y), Ξ2(y
′) := Ξy′α,0,p

′
α,y

′
α
(y′)

as in Definition 3.12. Moreover, the optimizers yα, y
′
α of (5.2) and (5.3) satisfy

(b) We have

d(yα, yα,0) ≤
1

α1
+

1

α2
, d(y′α, y

′
α,0) ≤

1

α1
+

1

α2
.

(c) Pα[u] and Pα[v] are twice differentiable in yα and y′α, respectively.
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Properties of xα, x
′
α:

The variables xα, x
′
α optimize

Pα[u](yα) = u(xα)−
α

2
d2(xα, yα),

Pα[v](y
′
α) = v(x′α) +

α

2
d2(x′α, y

′
α),

and satisfy

(d) xα and x′α are the unique optimizers in the definition of Pα[u](yα) and Pα[v](y
′
α),

respectively.
(e) We have that

u(xα)− Pα[u] ◦ sxα−yα(xα) = ⌈u− Pα[u] ◦ sxα−yα⌉ ,
v(x′α)− Pα[v] ◦ sx′

α−y′α(x
′
α) =

⌊
v − Pα[v] ◦ sx′

α−y′α

⌋
.

Behaviour as α1, α2 → ∞:

(f) We have limα1,α2→∞ αΦ(yα,0, y
′
α,0) = 0.

(g) We have

lim
α1,α2→∞

α
( (

d (xα, yα) + d
(
y′α, x

′
α

))2
+Φ(yα, y

′
α)
)
= 0.

(h) xα, yα, y
′
α, x

′
α ∈ Kε.

In addition, the following estimate on (u− v) holds: For any compact set K ⊆ E, there
is a compact set K̂ = K̂(K, ε, u, v) given by

K̂ :=

{
z ∈ E

∣∣∣∣ 1

1⊟ ε
(εV(z)− u(z)) +

1

1⊞ ε
(εV(z)− v(z))

≤ ε

1⊟ ε
⌈V − u⌉K +

ε

1⊞ ε
⌈V − v⌉K − ⌈u− v⌉K

}
such that

(i) For any compact set K ⊆ E,

⌈u− v⌉K ≤ 1

1⊟ ε
(u(xα)− ε(1− φ)V(yα))−

1

1⊞ ε

(
v(x′α) + ε(1− φ)V(y′α)

)
+ φ

2ε

(1⊟ ε)(1⊞ ε)

1

α
+ cεα,

where

cεα :=
ε

1⊟ ε
⌈V − Pα[u]⌉K +

ε

1⊞ ε
⌈V − Pα[v]⌉K

and φ 2ε
(1⊟ε)(1⊞ε)

1
α is o(1) is in terms of α → ∞ for fixed ε and φ.

(j) Any limit point of the sequence (xα, yα, yα,0, y
′
α,0, y

′
α, x

′
α) as α → ∞ is of the

form (z, z, z, z, z, z) with z ∈ K̂.

Remark 5.4. To the reader familiar with Differential Geometry, we want to point out
that

pα ∈
(
Bα−1

1
(0) ∩ {E1 − yα,0,1}

)
×
(
Bα−1

2
(0) ∩ {E2 − yα,0,2}

)
,

p′α ∈
(
Bα−1

1
(0) ∩ {E1 − y′α,0,1}

)
×
(
Bα−1

2
(0) ∩ {E2 − y′α,0,2}

)
should be understood as elements of the cotangent bundle T ∗E.
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Proof. Proof of (a): We start by showing that Λα as defined in equation (5.1) is
bounded from above. In this proof, w.l.o.g., we assume that E1 is bounded. For E2 we
consider the following cases:
Case E2 unbounded: By assumption, we have that u, v ∈ o(V2) in E2. By [8, Lemma
3.5.2], the same holds for Pα[u] and Pα[v]. Furthermore, by [9, Lemma 5.2 (d)], the
convolutions Pα[u] and Pα[v] are continuous. Using this together with the fact that E1

is bounded, by the Extreme Value Theorem, we find that Pα[u] −V and −Pα[u] −V

and consequently Λα are bounded from above.
Case E2 bounded: As Pα[u] and Pα[v] are continuous and E is bounded, Λα is bounded
from above.
In any case, Λα is bounded from above and using that V has compact sublevel sets, cf.
Definition 3.9, the existence of optimizers (yα,0, y

′
α,0) of ⌈Λα⌉ follows.

Comparing these optimizers for Λα to, e.g., the suboptimial choice (y, y′) = (ŷ, ŷ)

satisfying, w.l.o.g., V(ŷ) = 0 and again using that V has compact sublevel sets, there
exist radii Rε1 , Rε2 > 0 such that

yα,0 ∈ BRε1
(ŷ) and y′α,0 ∈ BRε2

(ŷ),

and
ε

1⊟ ε
V(yα) +

ε

1⊞ ε
V(y′α) ≤

1

1⊟ ε

[
Pα[u](yα)− Pα[u](ŷ)

]
− 1

1⊞ ε

[
Pα[v](y

′
α)− Pα[v](ŷ)

]
≤ Lε,yα,ŷd(yα, ŷ) + Lε,y′α,ŷd(y

′
α, ŷ)

≤ 2Lε(Rε1 +Rε2),

where Lε = Lε,yα,ŷ∨Lε,y′α,ŷ. From this estimate, we deduce that (yα,0, y′α,0) ∈ Kε,0×Kε,0

with
Kε,0 :=

{
y ∈ E

∣∣V (y) ≤ ε−12Lε(Rε1 +Rε2)
}
.

Proof of (b) and (c): For the proof of these two statements, we first move from
⌈Λα⌉ to its perturbed version (5.2). To do so, we use Proposition A.1 twice, for E1 and
E2, separately. Note, that, for every y−i, y

′
−i ∈ E−i, where −i ∈ {1, 2}\{i}, the function

(yi, y
′
i) 7→ Λα(yi, y

′
i; y−i, y

′
−i) of (5.1), over which we optimize in ⌈Λα⌉, is semi-convex

with semi-convexity constant

κi = αi

(
1

1⊟ ε
− 1

1⊞ ε
+ κϕi

)
+
( εi
1⊟ ε

− εi
1⊞ ε

)
(1− φ)κV > 1

for αi > 1. In addition, it is bounded from above and has optimizers (yα,0, y
′
α,0). We

can thus apply Proposition A.1 with

ηi =
1

αi
, ϵ1,i =

εi
1⊟ ε

φ, ϵ2,i =
εi

1⊞ ε
φ. (5.4)

Consequently, it follows that there exist

pα ∈
(
Bα−1

1
(0) ∩ {E1 − yα,0,1}

)
×
(
Bα−1

2
(0) ∩ {E2 − yα,0,2}

)
,

p′α ∈
(
Bα−1

1
(0) ∩ {E1 − y′α,0,1}

)
×
(
Bα−1

2
(0) ∩ {E2 − y′α,0,2}

)
,

such that yα, y
′
α are optimizers of⌈

Λ̂α

⌉
= Λ̂α(yα, y

′
α),
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where
Λ̂α(y, y

′) := Λα(y, y
′)− ε

1⊟ ε
φΞ0

1(y)−
ε

1⊞ ε
φΞ0

2(y
′) (5.5)

with Ξ0
1 and Ξ0

2 as defined above. This establishes (5.2). An additional penalization
around (yα, y

′
α) then gives (5.3). A secondary outcome of Proposition A.1 is that Λ̂α is

twice differentiable in the optimizing point (yα, y
′
α), establishing (c). Furthermore, the

optimizers satisfy

d(yα, yα,0) < η1 + η2, d(y′α, y
′
α,0) < η1 + η2,

which, together with (5.4), yields

max
{
d(yα, yα,0),d(y

′
α, y

′
α,0)

}
≤ 1

α1
+

1

α2
,

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

u(xα)− Pα[u] ◦ sxα−yα(xα) = ⌈u− Pα[u] ◦ sxα−yα⌉ ,

as the second equation follows similarly. Note that, by definition of Pα[u], for all x ∈ E,
we have

Pα[u] ◦ sxα−yα(x) ≥ u(x)− α

2
d2

(
x, sxα−yα(x)

)
.

On the other hand, by (d), we have

Pα[u] ◦ sxα−yα(xα) = Pα[u](yα) = u(xα)−
α

2
d2 (xα, yα) .

Combining the two statements yields, for any x ∈ E, that

u(xα)− Pα[u] ◦ sxα−yα(xα)

=
α

2
d2 (xα, yα) + Pα[u] ◦ sxα−yα(x)− Pα[u] ◦ sxα−yα(x)

≥ u(x)− Pα[u] ◦ sxα−yα(x) +
α

2

(
d2 (xα, yα)− d2 (x, sxα−yα(x))

)
= u(x)− Pα[u] ◦ sxα−yα(x)

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

For the proof of the final five properties, we consider the limit α1, α2 → ∞. Note
that even though all statements below are for α1, α2 → ∞, analogous statements hold
for fixed α2 as α1 → ∞ and fixed α1 as α2 → ∞. Thus, the iterated and double limits
converge to the same value.

Proof of (f): Consider ⌈Λα⌉:

⌈Λα⌉ =
1

1⊟ ε
Pα[u](yα,0)−

1

1⊞ ε
Pα[v](y

′
α,0)− αΦ(yα,0, y

′
α,0)

− ε

1⊟ ε
(1− φ)V(yα,0)−

ε

1⊞ ε
(1− φ)V(y′α,0).

Note, that ⌈Λα⌉ is decreasing in α1 and α2, since −α
2Φ, Pα[u], and −Pα[v] are decreasing

in α by [9, Lemma 5.2 (c)]. Note in addition that, by evaluating Λα in the particular
choice (y, y′) = (ŷ, ŷ) as above, we have, by [9, Lemma 5.2 (a)], that

⌈Λα⌉ ≥
1

1⊟ ε
Pα[u](ŷ)− 1

1⊞ ε
Pα[v](ŷ) ≥

1

1⊟ ε
u(ŷ)− 1

1⊞ ε
v(ŷ),
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which is lower bounded uniformly in both α1 and α2. It follows that limα1,α2→∞ ⌈Λα⌉
exists.

For any α1, α2 > 1, we find⌈
Λα/2

⌉
≥ 1

1⊟ ε
Pα/2[u](yα,0)−

1

1⊞ ε
Pα/2[v](y

′
α,0)−

α

2
Φ(yα,0, y

′
α,0)

− ε

1⊟ ε
(1− φ)V(yα,0)−

ε

1⊞ ε
(1− φ)V(y′α,0)

≥ ⌈Λα⌉+
α

2
Φ(yα,0, y

′
α,0), (5.6)

which implies that limα1,α2→∞ αΦ(yα,0, y
′
α,0) = 0, as ⌈Λα⌉ and

⌈
Λα/2

⌉
converge to the

same limit, establishing (f).
Proof of (g): We follow the same approach as in (5.6) but now expanding Pα[u](yα)

and Pα[v](y
′
α) to obtain an optimization problem in terms of four variables: By (5.5),

we have⌈
Λα/2

⌉
≥ 1

1⊟ ε
Pα/2[u](yα)−

1

1⊞ ε
Pα/2[v](y

′
α)−

α

2
Φ(yα, y

′
α)

− ε

1⊟ ε
(1− φ)V(yα)−

ε

1⊞ ε
(1− φ)V(y′α)

≥
⌈
Λ̂α

⌉
+

α

4

(
1

1⊟ ε
d2(xα, yα) + 2Φ(yα, y

′
α) +

1

1⊞ ε
d2(y′α, x

′
α)

)
+

ε

1⊟ ε
φΞ0

1(yα) +
ε

1⊞ ε
φΞ0

2(y
′
α).

It follows that

α

4

(
1

1⊟ ε
d2(xα, yα) + 2Φ(yα, y

′
α) +

1

1⊞ ε
d2(y′α, x

′
α)

)
≤

⌈
Λα/2

⌉
−
⌈
Λ̂α

⌉
− ε

1⊟ ε
φΞ0

1(yα)−
ε

1⊞ ε
φΞ0

2(y
′
α).

Note that plugging the definition of η as in equation (5.4) into the results of Corollary
A.2 yields

0 ≤ − ε

1⊟ ε
φΞ0

1(yα)−
ε

1⊞ ε
φΞ0

2(y
′
α) ≤ φ

(
2ε1

(1⊟ ε)(1⊞ ε)

1

α1
+

2ε2
(1⊟ ε)(1⊞ ε)

1

α2

)
(5.7)

and
⌈Λα⌉ ≤

⌈
Λ̂α

⌉
= Λ̂α(yα, y

′
α) ≤ ⌈Λα⌉+ φ

2ε

(1⊟ ε)(1⊞ ε)

1

α
. (5.8)

Consequently, by (5.7), we have

lim
α1,α2→∞

ε

1⊟ ε
φΞ0

1(yα) +
ε

1⊞ ε
φΞ0

2(y
′
α) = 0

and, combining (5.8) with (f), we obtain

lim
α1,α2→∞

⌈Λα⌉ = lim
α1,α2→∞

⌈
Λ̂α

⌉
.

Thus, we find
lim
α→∞

α
(
d2(xα, yα) + Φ(yα, y

′
α) + d2(y′α, x

′
α)
)
= 0.

From this, (g) follows using Young’s inequality.
Proof of (h): (a), (b), (f), and (g) imply (h) by considering a bounded blow-up Kε

of Kε,0 that is contained in E.
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Before we continue with the rest of the proof, we point out that

1⊞ ε = 1 + ε1 + ε2 and 1⊟ ε = 1− ε1 − ε2.

Proof of (i): Let K ⊆ E be compact. Set

cuK,α := ⌈V − Pα[u]⌉K and cvK,α := ⌈V − Pα[v]⌉K .

Note that, for any x ∈ E, we have the following identity:

Pα[u](x)− Pα[v](x)

=
1

1⊟ ε
(Pα[u](x)− ε(1− φ)V(x))− 1

1⊞ ε
(Pα[v](x) + ε(1− φ)V(x))

− ε

1⊟ ε
(Pα[u](x)− (1− φ)V(x))− ε

1⊞ ε
(Pα[v](x)− (1− φ)V(x))

Consequently, we can estimate

⌈u− v⌉K ≤ ⌈Pα[u]− Pα[v]⌉K = sup
x∈K

Pα[u](x)− Pα[v](x)

= sup
x∈K

1

1⊟ ε
(Pα[u](x)− ε(1− φ)V(x))− 1

1⊞ ε
(Pα[v](x) + ε(1− φ)V(x))

− ε

1⊟ ε
(Pα[u](x)− (1− φ)V(x))− ε

1⊞ ε
(Pα[v](x)− (1− φ)V(x))

≤ sup
x∈K

1

1⊟ ε
(Pα[u](x)− ε(1− φ)V(x))− 1

1⊞ ε
(Pα[v](x) + ε(1− φ)V(x))

+
ε

1⊟ ε
cuK,α +

ε

1⊞ ε
cvK,α

≤ sup
x∈E

1

1⊟ ε
(Pα[u](x)− ε(1− φ)V(x))− 1

1⊞ ε
(Pα[v](x) + ε(1− φ)V(x))

+
ε

1⊟ ε
cuK,α +

ε

1⊞ ε
cvK,α

≤ sup
y,y′∈E

1

1⊟ ε
(Pα[u](y)− ε(1− φ)V(y))− 1

1⊞ ε

(
Pα[v](y

′) + ε(1− φ)V(y′)
)

− αΦ(y, y′) +
ε

1⊟ ε
cuK,α +

ε

1⊞ ε
cvK,α

= ⌈Λα⌉+
ε

1⊟ ε
cuK,α +

ε

1⊞ ε
cvK,α

Combining the above estimate with ⌈Λα⌉ ≤
⌈
Λ̂α

⌉
= Λ̂α(yα, y

′
α), see equation (5.8),

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

⌈u− v⌉K ≤ 1

1⊟ ε

(
u(xα)− ε(1− φ)V(yα)

)
− 1

1⊞ ε

(
v(x′α) + ε(1− φ)V(y′α)

)
(5.9)

+ φ
2ε

(1⊟ ε)(1⊞ ε)

1

α
+

ε

1⊟ ε
cuK,α +

ε

1⊞ ε
cvK,α,

which proves (i).
Proof of (j): We start by proving that any limiting point of

(xα, yα, yα,0, y
′
α,0, y

′
α, x

′
α)

as α1, α2 → ∞ is of the form (z, z, z, z, z, z). We only prove limα1,α2→∞ d(xα, yα) = 0,
as the other limits follow analogously.
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By (h), we find that, along subsequences, (xα, yα) → (x0, y0). Assume by contradic-
tion that x0 ̸= y0. Then, since αd2 is increasing in α, we get that, for all α0 > 1,

lim inf
α1,α2→∞

αd2(xα, yα) ≥ α0d
2(x0, y0).

We can conclude that αd2(xα, yα) → ∞, contradicting (g). Note that the same argu-
ment also works for the Φ term, as Φ separates points.

We proceed to prove that any limiting point z lies in K̂. Considering the outcome of
(i) in equation (5.9), taking the limit for α1, α2 → ∞ and φ ↓ 0, and rearranging, (j)
follows. □

Remark 5.5. Note that due to the properties of the sup- and inf-convolutions, cf. [8,
Theorem 3.5.8], we have that

cuK,α = ⌈V − Pα[u]⌉K
α→∞−−−→ ⌈V − u⌉K = cuK ,

cvK,α = ⌈V − Pα[v]⌉K
α→∞−−−→ ⌈V − v⌉K = cvK .

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, Pα[u] and Pα[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 Ξ0
1 and Ξ0

2 on one hand and Ξ1 and Ξ2 on the other,
we can use the Whitney Extension Theorem [22, Theorem 2.3.6] to find globally C∞

functions, f̂† and f̂‡, that are squeezed in between and can be used to replace Pα[u]

and Pα[v] in the comparison proof.
In the subsolution case, for example, we start by first constructing f̂1 ∈ C∞

c (E),
which, by re-arrangement, satisfies

f̂1(y) ≈
1

1⊟ ε
Pα[u](y)− ε

1⊟ ε
(1− φ)V(y)− ε

1⊟ ε
φΞ1(y)

around the constructed optimizers and is constant outside of a compact set. As V has
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 1⊟ ε = 1− ε1 − ε2 and 1⊞ ε = 1 + ε1 + ε2.

Proposition 5.6 (Test function construction). Consider the setting of Proposition 5.3.
Fix ε = (ε1, ε2) with ε1, ε2 ∈ (0, 1), φ ∈ (0, 1), and α = (α1, α2) with α1, α2 > 1. Then,
there are functions f1, f2, f̂1, f̂2 ∈ C∞

c (E) such that

f1 = f̂1 ◦ sxα−yα , f2 = f̂2 ◦ sx′
α−y′α ,

f† = f̂† ◦ sxα−yα , f‡ = f̂‡ ◦ sx′
α−y′α ,

with

f̂† = (1⊟ ε)f̂1 + (1− φ)εV + φεΞ,

f̂‡ = (1⊞ ε)f̂2 − (1− φ)εV − φεΞ.

satisfying the following properties:
For f̂1, f̂2 and f1, f2, we have

(a) The pair (yα, y
′
α) is the unique optimizing pair of

f̂1(yα)− f̂2(y
′
α)− αΦ(yα, y

′
α) =

⌈
f̂1 − f̂2 − αΦ

⌉
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and the pair (xα, x
′
α) is the unique optimizing pair of

f1(xα)− f2(x
′
α)− αΦxα−yα, x′

α−y′α(xα, x
′
α) =

⌈
f1 − f2 − αΦxα−yα, x′

α−y′α

⌉
.

For f̂†, f̂‡, and f†, f‡ we have
(b) We have

Pα[u](y) ≤ f̂†(y) and Pα[v](y
′) ≥ f̂‡(y

′)

with equality in yα and y′α, respectively.
(c) We have that xα, x′α are the unique points such that

u(xα)− f†(xα) = ⌈u− f†⌉ and v(x′α)− f‡(x
′
α) = ⌈v − f‡⌉ .

(d) We have

Df̂†(yα) = Df†(xα) = α(yα − xα), D2f̂†(yα) = D2f†(xα),

Df̂‡(y
′
α) = Df‡(x

′
α) = α(x′α − y′α), D2f̂‡(y

′
α) = D2f‡(x

′
α).

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
f1, f2 ∈ C∞(E) that are squeezed between 1

1⊟εP
α[u] − ε

1−ε(1 ⊟ φ)V − ε
1⊟εΞ

0
1 and

1
1⊟εP

α[u] − ε
1⊟ε(1 − φ)V − ε

1⊟εΞ1 as well as their analogues for v. By construction,
the same optimizers as in Proposition 5.3 also optimize ⌈f1 − f2 − αΦ⌉. As we require
our test functions to be in C∞

c (E), we cut f1, f2 off in a suitable way and obtain f̂1, f̂2
such that

f̂1(y) ≈
1

1⊟ ε
Pα[u](y)− ε

1⊟ ε
(1− φ)V(y)− ε

1⊟ ε
φΞ1(y),

f̂2(y
′) ≈ 1

1⊞ ε
Pα[v](y

′) +
ε

1⊞ ε
(1− φ)V(y′) +

ε

1⊞ ε
φΞ2(y

′)

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

f̂† = (1⊟ ε)f̂1 + (1− φ)εV + φεΞ,

f̂‡ = (1⊞ ε)f̂2 − (1− φ)εV − φεΞ.

Using the results from Proposition 5.3 and definitions of the test functions f̂† and f̂‡ as
well as their shifted versions f† and f‡, the rest of the statements follow. □

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 −H1 and −H2 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 H1 and H2 satisfy Assumption 3.15, by definition,
any subsolution to −H1f = 0 is also a viscosity subsolution to −H+f = 0 and any
supersolution to −H2f = 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 H1 ⊆ C(E)×
(
C(E̊)∩LSC(E)

)
and H2 ⊆ C(E)×

(
C(E̊)∩USC(E)

)
be operators satisfying Assumptions 3.15 and 3.16. Let f̂†, f† and f̂‡, f‡ be as in Theorem
5.6. Then, f̂†, f† ∈ D(H+) and f̂‡, f‡ ∈ D(H−).

Proof. See [9, Lemma 6.2]. □

Note that, w.l.o.g., we are still considering the setup in which E1 is bounded and
thus has a boundary. For E2 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, T ]× Rq or [0, T ]× [−R,R]. For a more detailed
treatment of such examples we refer to Section 4.1.

Proposition 6.3. Let H1 ⊆ C(E) ×
(
C(E̊) ∩ LSC(E)

)
and H2 ⊆ C(E) ×

(
C(E̊) ∩

USC(E)
)

satisfy Assumptions 3.15 and 3.16. Consider the equations

−H+f ≤ 0, (6.1)

−H−f ≥ 0. (6.2)

Let u and v be viscosity sub- and supersolutions to (6.1) and (6.2), respectively. For
ε = (ε1, ε2) with ε1, ε2 ∈ (0, 1), φ ∈ (0, 1), and α = (α1, α2) with α1, α2 > 1, consider
the optimizers (xα, x

′
α) and test functions f†, f‡, as constructed in Propositions 5.3 and

5.6.
Suppose there exist maps ε1 7→ C0

ε1 and ε2 7→ C0
ε2 such that, for i ∈ {1, 2}, if ∂Ei ̸= ∅,

we have −∞ < lim supεi↓0C
0
εi < 0 and, if ∂Ei = ∅, 0 ≤ lim supεi↓0C

0
εi < ∞, and a

non-negative map φ 7→ Cε,φ with limφ↓0Cε,φ = 0 such that

lim inf
α→∞

Hf†(xα)

(1− ε1 − ε2)
−

Hf‡(x
′
α)

(1 + ε1 + ε2)
≤ ε1

(
C0
ε1 + Cε1,φ

)
+ ε2

(
C0
ε2 + Cε2,φ

)
. (6.3)

Then, for any compact set K ⊆ E and ε1, ε2 ∈ (0, 1), we have

sup
x∈K

u(x)− v(x) ≤ ε1C̃
K
1 + ε2C̃

K
2 + sup

x∈K̃
u(x)− v(x),

where K̃ = K̂ ∩ ∂E and C̃K = (C̃K
1 , C̃K

2 ) with

C̃K
1 = C̃K

1 (u− V1, v − V1) and C̃K
2 = C̃K

2 (u− V2, v − V2).

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
ε1, ε2 ∈ (0, 1), α1, α2 > 1, and φ ∈ (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 (xα, x

′
α) are the unique optimizers in

u(xα)− f†(xα) = ⌈u− f†⌉ ,
v(x′α)− f‡(x

′
α) = ⌊v − f‡⌋ ,

which, by the sub- and supersolution properties for H+ and H−, respectively, implies
that

0 ≤ H+f†(xα)−H−f‡(x
′
α). (6.4)
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We now work towards a contradiction and assume that, for every ε1, ε2 ∈ (0, 1),
α1, α2 > 1, and φ ∈ (0, 1), we have xα, x

′
α ∈ E̊. However, using (6.4) and the assump-

tions above, we find

0 ≤ lim inf
α→∞

H+f†(xα)−H−f‡(x
′
α) = lim inf

α→∞
Hf†(xα)−Hf‡(x

′
α)

≤ ε1
(
C0
ε1 + Cε1,φ

)
+ ε2

(
C0
ε2 + Cε2,φ

)
.

Case ∂E2 = ∅: Note that we have C0
ε1 < 0 ≤ C0

ε2 . Thus, letting φ ↓ 0 we get a
contradiction for some ε1 and small ε2. Consequently, for small φ and ε and large α,
we have xα ∈ ∂E1 × E2 = ∂E or x′α ∈ ∂E.
Case ∂E2 ̸= ∅: Note that we have C0

ε1 , C
0
ε2 < 0. Thus, we get a contradiction as

φ ↓ 0. Consequently, for any ε1, ε2 ∈ (0, 1) and small φ ∈ (0, 1), we have xα ∈(
∂E1 × E2

)
∪
(
E1 × ∂E2

)
= ∂E or x′α ∈ ∂E.

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 ∈ ∂E.

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

K̃ :=

{
z ∈ ∂E

∣∣∣∣ 1

1⊟ ε
(εV(z)− u(z)) +

1

1⊞ ε
(εV(z)− v(z))

≤ ε

1⊟ ε
⌈V − u⌉K +

ε

1⊞ ε
⌈V − v⌉K − ⌈u− v⌉K

}
,

we find

⌈u− v⌉K ≤ lim
φ↓0

lim
α→∞

1

1⊟ ε

(
Pα[u](yα)− ε(1− φ)V(yα)

)
− 1

1⊞ ε

(
Pα[v](y

′
α) + ε(1− φ)V(y′α)

)
+ φ

2ε

(1⊟ ε)(1⊞ ε)

1

α
+

ε

1⊟ ε
cuK,α +

ε

1⊞ ε
cvK,α

≤ 1

1⊟ ε
(u(z)− εV(z))− 1

1⊞ ε
(v(z) + εV(z)) +

ε

1⊟ ε
cuK +

ε

1⊞ ε
cvK

≤ u(z)− v(z) + ε1Ĉ
K
1 + ε2Ĉ

K
2 +

ε

1⊟ ε
cuK +

ε

1⊞ ε
cvK , (6.5)

where the last inequality is due to the fact that
1

1⊟ ε
(u(z)− εV(z)) = u(z) +

ε1
1⊟ ε

(u(z)− V1(z)) +
ε2

1⊟ ε
(u(z)− V2(z)) ,

− 1

1⊞ ε
(v(z) + εV(z)) = −v(z) +

ε1
1⊟ ε

(v(z)− V1(z)) +
ε2

1⊟ ε
(v(z)− V2(z)) ,

E1 is bounded and, depending on the case, E2 is bounded or, if E2 is unbounded, we
have u, v ∈ o(V2) and thus (u−V) and (v −V) are bounded from above. In any case,
we find constants ĈK = (ĈK

1 , ĈK
2 ) such that the last inequality in (6.5) holds.

Consequently, we have shown that, for any compact set K ⊆ E, we have

⌈u− v⌉K ≤ ε1C̃
K
1 + ε2C̃

K
2 + ⌈u− v⌉

K̃

where C̃K = (C̃K
1 , C̃K

2 ) is defined via the last inequality of (6.5).
□

Remark 6.4. Note that the constants C̃K = (C̃K
1 , C̃K

2 ) in the above proof depend on
the initially chosen compact set K but are independent of ε.
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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 z0, z1 ∈ Rq and p ∈ Rq. Let Ξ = Ξz0,p,z1 as in Definition 3.12, V a
Lyapunov function as in Assumption (d) in Theorem 3.14, and, for f̂1, f̂2 ∈ C∞

c (E),
ε = (ε1, ε2) with ε1, ε2 ∈ (0, 1), and φ ∈ (0, 1), set

f̂† = (1⊟ ε)f̂1 + (1− φ)εV + φεΞ,

f̂‡ = (1⊞ ε)f̂2 − (1− φ)εV − φεΞ.

For z ∈ E, set f† = f̂† ◦ sz, and f‡ = f̂‡ ◦ sz. Then, the following statements hold:

(a) f† ∈ D(A+) and f‡ ∈ D(A−). Suppose furthermore that A is linear on its
domain, then

A+f†
1⊟ ε

= A(f̂ ◦ sz) +
ε

1⊟ ε
(1− φ)A+ (V ◦ sz) +

ε

1⊟ ε
φA (Ξ ◦ sz) , (6.6)

A−f‡
1⊞ ε

= A(f̂ ◦ sz)−
ε

1⊞ ε
(1− φ)A+ (V ◦ sz)−

ε

1⊞ ε
φA (Ξ ◦ sz) .

(b) f†, f̂† ∈ D(B+) and f‡, f̂‡ ∈ D(B−). Suppose furthermore that B is convex
semi-monotone, then for any x, y such that z = x− y, we have

B+f†
1⊟ ε

(x) ≤ 1

1⊟ ε

(
B+f†(x)−B+f̂†(y)

)
+ Bf̂(y) (6.7)

+
ε

1⊟ ε
(1− φ)B+V(y) +

ε

1⊟ ε
φB+Ξ(y),

B−f‡
1⊞ ε

(x) ≥ 1

1⊞ ε

(
B−f‡(x)−B−f̂‡(y)

)
+ Bf̂(y)

− ε

1⊞ ε
(1− φ)B−V(y)− ε

1⊞ ε
φB−Ξ(y).

Proof. The domain statements f† ∈ D(A+), f‡ ∈ D(A−), f†, f̂† ∈ D(B+) and f‡, f̂‡ ∈
D(B−) follow by Lemma 6.2. The two statements in (6.6) follow from the linearity of
A+. The two statements in (6.7) follow from the convex semi-monotonicity of B+. We
show only the first statement as the second follows analogously. First note that since
1⊟ ε = 1− ε1 − ε2 and 1⊞ ε = 1 + ε1 + ε2, for any y ∈ E, we have

B+f̂†(y) ≤ (1− ε1 − ε2)B+f̂(y) + ε1(1− φ)B+V1(y) + ε2(1− φ)B+V2(y)

+ ε1φB+Ξ1(y) + ε2φB+Ξ2(y)

= (1⊟ ε)B+f̂(y) + ε(1− φ)B+V(y) + εφB+Ξ(y),

where we used the convex semi-monotonicity of B+. Now, for any x ∈ E such that
z = x − y, subtracting B+f̂†(y), adding B+f†(x), and then dividing by 1 ⊟ ε on both
sides yields the claim. □

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 Θ and the lower semi-
continuity of I in θ assumed in (c), we can find a θ∗α ∈ Θ such that

Hf†(xα) = sup
θ∈Θ

{Aθf†(xα) + Bθf†(xα)− I(xα, θ)}

= Aθ∗αf†(xα) + Bθ∗αf†(xα)− I(xα, θ∗α).
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Consequently, we can estimate
1

1⊟ ε
Hf†(xα)−

1

1⊞ ε
Hf‡(x

′
α) ≤

[
1

1⊟ ε
Aθ∗αf†(xα)−

1

1⊞ ε
Aθ∗αf‡(x

′
α)

]
+

[
1

1⊟ ε
Bθ∗αf†(xα)−

1

1⊞ ε
Bθ∗αf‡(x

′
α)

]
+

[
1

1⊞ ε
I(x′α, θ∗α)−

1

1⊟ ε
I(xα, θ∗α)

]
.

Using the expansions of A+ and A− in Lemma 6.5 and the existence of a Φ-controlled
growth coupling, cf. Assumption (a) of Theorem 3.14, we can make analogous arguments
to [9, Proof of Theorem 3.1, Estimate (1)] for the difference of A.

For the difference of B, we can use the expansions of B+ 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

lim inf
α1,α2→∞

Hf†(xα)

1⊟ ε
−

Hf‡(x
′
α)

1⊞ ε

≤ 2ε

(1⊟ ε)(1⊞ ε)

(
(1− φ)Aθ∗,+V(z) + φAθ∗(Ξz,0,z)(z)

)
+

2ε

(1⊟ ε)(1⊞ ε)

(
(1− φ)Bθ∗,+V(z) + φBθ∗(Ξz,0,z)(z)

)
− 2ε

1− ε2
(1− φ)I(z, θ∗)

≤ 2ε

(1⊟ ε)(1⊞ ε)
(1− φ) ⌈(Aθ∗,+ +Bθ∗,+)(V)− I(·, θ∗)⌉

K̂

+
2ε

(1⊟ ε)(1⊞ ε)
φ ⌈(Aθ∗ + Bθ∗)(Ξ·,0,·)⌉K̂

≤ ε

(
2

(1⊟ ε)(1⊞ ε)
cV +

2

(1⊟ ε)(1⊞ ε)
φ ⌈(Aθ∗ + Bθ∗)(Ξ·,0,·)⌉K̂

)
= ε

(
C0
ε + Cε,φ

)
,

where cV = c′V1
+c′V2

. If ∂Ei ̸= ∅, we set c′Vi
:= cVi and, if ∂Ei = ∅, we set cVi

:= (cVi∨0)

with cVi given by (3.6). Furthermore, let C0
ε = (C0

ε,1, C
0
ε,2) and Cε,φ = (Cε,φ,1, Cε,φ,2)

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. □

Appendix A. The Jensen perturbation

Proposition A.1. Fix η > 0 and let i ∈ {1, 2}. Let ϕ : Ei × Ei → R be bounded above
and semi-convex with convexity constant κi ≥ 1. Suppose that (x0, y0) is an optimizer
of

ϕ(x0, y0) = ⌈ϕ⌉ .
Let Ri > 0, {ζi,z,p}z∈Ei,p∈Rqi ⊆ C(Ei) and {ξi,z}z∈E ⊆ C1(Ei) and semi-concavity
constant κξi be as in Definition 3.12.
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Fix ϵ1, ϵ2 > 0 such that 1 − (ϵ1 + ϵ2)κξi > 0. Furthermore, define for p = (p1, p2) ∈
Rqi × Rqi the perturbed functions

ϕp(x, y) := ϕ(x, y)− ϵ1
(
ξi,x0(x) + ζi,x0,p1(x)

)
− ϵ2

(
ξi,y0(y) + ζi,y0,p2(y)

)
.

Then there exist p1 ∈ Bη(0) ∩ {Ei − x0}, p2 ∈ Bη(0) ∩ {Ei − y0}, and a pair (x1, y1) ∈
Bη(x0)×Bη(y0) globally maximizing ϕp at which ϕp is twice differentiable.

Proof. The statement follows from [9, Proposition A.1] by noting that choosing Bη(0)∩
{Ei − x0}, respectively Bη(0) ∩ {Ei − y0}, result the same properties of the set-valued
map Opt. □

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

0 ≤ −ϵ1
(
ξx0(x1) + ζx0,p1(x1)

)
− ϵ2

(
ξy0(y1) + ζy0,p2(y1)

)
≤ ϵ1η + ϵ2η,

and
⌈ϕ⌉ ≤ ϕp,ϵ(x1, y1) ≤ ⌈ϕ⌉+ ϵ1η + ϵ2η.

Proof. See [9, Corollary A.2]. □
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