arXiv:1202.3094v2 [math.PR] 25 Feb 2013

APPROXIMATING ROUGH STOCHASTIC PDES

MARTIN HAIRER, JAN MAAS, AND HENDRIK WEBER

ABSTRACT. We study approximations to a class of vector-valued equations of Burgers type driven by a multiplicative space-time white noise. A solution theory for this class of equations has been developed recently in [Hairer, Weber, Probab. Theory Related Fields, 2013]. The key idea was to use the theory of controlled rough paths to give definitions of weak / mild solutions and to set up a Picard iteration argument.

In this article the limiting behaviour of a rather large class of (spatial) approximations to these equations is studied. These approximations are shown to converge and convergence rates are given, but the limit may depend on the particular choice of approximation. This effect is a spatial analogue to the Itô-Stratonovich correction in the theory of stochastic ordinary differential equations, where it is well known that different approximation schemes may converge to different solutions.

1. INTRODUCTION

The aim of the present paper is to study approximations to vector-valued stochastic Burgers-like equations with multiplicative noise. These equations are of the form ∂_tu = ν ∂^2_xu + F (u) + G(u)∂_xu + θ(u) ξ , (1.1) where the function u = u(t, x; ω) ∈ R^n is vector-valued. We assume that the functions F : R^n → R^n and G, θ : R^n → R^{n×n} are smooth and the products in the terms G(u)∂_xu as well as in θ(u)ξ are to be interpreted as matrix vector multiplication. The noise term ξ denotes an R^n -valued space-time white noise and the multiplication should be interpreted in the sense of Itô integration against an L^2-cylindrical Wiener process.

In the case G = 0, approximations to (1.1) have been very well studied: we refer to [Gyö98b, Gyö99, DG01] for some of the earlier results in this direction. For non-zero G, there is a clear distinction between the gradient case, where G = ∇G for some sufficiently regular function G : R^n → R^n (so that ∂_tu = G(u)∂_xu would describe a system of conservation laws), and the general case. In the gradient case, existence and uniqueness for (1.1) has been known at least since the nineties [DPDT94, Gyö98a] and convergence results for numerical schemes have, for example, been obtained in [AG06, JB09].

The emphasis of the present article is on the general, non-gradient, case. A satisfactory solution theory for the general case is much more involved than the

Date: December 30, 2017.

We are very grateful for the referee’s careful reading of the original manuscript and for pointing out a mistake in our previous proof of Lemma 3.6.

JM is supported by Rubicon grant 680-50-0901 of the Netherlands Organisation for Scientific Research (NWO). MH is supported by EPSRC grant EP/D071593/1 and by the Royal Society through a Wolfson Research Merit Award. Both MH and HW are supported by the Leverhulme Trust through a Philip Leverhulme Prize.

gradient case and has been given only very recently [Hai12, HW13]. The difficulty in treating (1.1) lies in the lack of spatial regularity of its solutions. In fact, it follows from the results in [HW13] that solutions to (1.1) take values in C^α for any α <^1_2 but not for α =^1_2 . Unfortunately, it turns out that the pairing C^α × C^α ∋ (u, v) → u ∂_xv (1.2) is well-defined if and only if α >^1_2 . Even worse: there exists no “reasonable” Banach space B containing the solutions to the linearised version of (1.1) and such that (1.2) extends to a continuous bilinear map from B × B into the space of Schwartz distributions, see for example [Lyo91] and [LCL07]. As a consequence, it is not clear at all a priori how to interpret the term G(u)∂_xu in (1.1) and the classical approach to the construction of mild solutions fails.

In all of the above mentioned references on the gradient case, this issue is resolved by exploiting the conservation law structure of the nonlinearity. This means that the chain rule is postulated and the nonlinearity is rewritten as G ( u(t, x) ) ∂_xu(t, x) = ∂_xG ( u(t, x) ) , (1.3)

which makes sense as a distribution as soon as u is continuous. The approximation schemes studied e.g. in [AG06, JB09] respect this conservation law structure by considering natural approximations of ∂_xG. For example, it is not difficult to show that if u_ε solves

∂_tu_ε = ν ∂^2_xu_ε + F (u_ε) + 1 ε ( G ( u_ε(t, x + ε) ) − G ( u_ε(t, x) )) + θ(u_ε) ξ , (1.4)

then u_ε converges to u for ε ↓ 0. Similarly, full finite difference / element approximations also converge.

In the non-gradient case, i.e. when such a function G does not exist, this approach does not work. The key idea developed in [Hai12, HW13] to overcome this difficulty is the following: in order to define the product G ( u(t, x) ) ∂_xu(t, x) as a distribution, it has to be tested against a smooth test function φ. This expression takes the form ∫_π −π φ(x) G ( u(t, x) ) ∂_xu(t, x) dx = ∫_π −π φ(x) G ( u(t, x) ) d_xu(t, x). (1.5) The fact that we expect u to behave like a Brownian motion as a function of the space variable x suggests that one should interpret this expression as a kind of stochastic integral. In particular, a stochastic integration theory is needed to capture stochastic cancellations. It turns out that the theory of controlled rough paths [Lyo98, LQ02, LCL07, Gub04, FV10, GT10] provides a suitable way to deal with spatial stochastic integrals like (1.5). Using this idea, a concept of solutions is given in [Hai12, HW13]. These solutions exist and are unique up to a choice of iterated integral which corresponds to the choice of the integral of u against itself. This is a situation analogous to the choice between Itô and Stratonovich integral that is familiar from the classical theory of SDEs.

Even in the gradient case, effects of this non-uniqueness can be observed. A posteriori, this is not surprising: after some reflection, it clearly appears that postulating the chain rule (1.3) is a rather bold step to take! Indeed, we have just seen that the expression (1.5) is akin to a stochastic integral, and we know very well that the usual chain rule only holds if such an integral is interpreted in the Stratonovich sense, while it fails if it is interpreted in the Itô sense. In [HM12] approximations to (1.1) are studied in the special case G = ∇G when the noise is additive, i.e. if θ(u) = 1. For a whole class of different natural approximation schemes, convergence to a stochastic process ū is shown. The main difference with previous works is that in [HM12], natural discretisations of G(u) ∂_xu instead of natural discretisations of ∂_xG(u) are considered. A typical example of the type of discretisation for the nonlinearity considered there is G ( u(t, x) ) 1 ε ( u(t, x + ε) − u(t, x) ) . (1.6)

In general, the limiting process ū = lim_{ε→0} u_ε turns out not to be a solution of (1.1) in the classical sense. Instead, it solves a similar equation with an additional reaction term. This extra term depends on the specific choice of approximation and it can be calculated explicitly. As noted in [HM12], this additional term is exactly the correction that appears when changing to a different stochastic integral.

In the present work, these approximation results are extended to the non-gradient case with multiplicative noise. We study a wide class of approximations (essentially the same as in [HM12] but with slightly different technical assumptions) and extend the convergence result to the general case. Unsurprisingly, the techniques we use are quite different from [HM12], since the notion of solution for the limiting object is completely different. We make full use of the machinery developed in [Hai12, HW13] and we develop a method to include approximations to rough integrals. In particular, we do obtain an explicit rate of convergence of the order ε^16^{−κ} for κ arbitrarily small.

There are several motivations for this work: Equation (1.1) appears, for example, in the path sampling algorithm introduced in [HSV07] (see also [Hai12]). So far, the fact that the limit depends on the specific choice of approximation scheme had been shown only in the gradient case with additive noise. In this work we complete the picture by showing that the same effect can be observed in the general case and we obtain an expression for the correction term that arises.

Another main motivation is to illustrate how the rough path machinery can be used to obtain concrete approximation results, including convergence rates. This is particularly interesting, as similar techniques were recently used in [Hai13] to give a solution theory for the KPZ equation [KPZ86]

∂_th = ∂^2_xh + λ(∂_xh)^2 − ∞ + ξ ,

where ξ denotes space-time white noise and “∞” denotes an “infinite constant” that needs to be subtracted in order to make sense of the diverging term (∂_xh)^2. This equation is a popular model for surface growth (see e.g. [Cor11] and the references therein). It is conjectured that a large class of microscopic surface growth models (e.g. the lattice KPZ equation [SS09] and variations on the weakly asymmetric simple exclusion process [GJ10, Ass11]), converge to h in suitable scaling limits, but so far this has only been shown for the weakly asymmetric simple exclusion process [BG97].

The present article provides a case study illustrating how one can obtain approximation results for a class of equations exhibiting similar features to those of the KPZ equation (see [Hai13, Section 4]). In this sense, the present work is really a “proof of concept” that lays the foundations for further analytical investigations into the universality of the KPZ equation. Notice that although the KPZ equation has additive noise, the construction in [Hai13] yields an equation that is very close to the case of multiplicative noise treated here.

1.1. Framework and main result. For ε > 0 we consider a class of approximating stochastic PDEs given by du_ε = ( νΔ_εu_ε + F (u_ε) + G(u_ε)D_εu_ε ) dt + θ(u_ε) H_εdW u_ε(0) = u^0_ε .

(1.7)

Here, as usual, we have replaced the formal ξ with the stochastic differential of a cylindrical Brownian motion W on L^2. The integral against dW should furthermore be interpreted in the Itô sense. For simplicity, we assume that x takes values in [−π, π] and we endow (1.7) with periodic boundary conditions. We do not expect our results to significantly depend on this choice. Throughout the paper we will assume that F ∈ C^1, G ∈ C^3, and θ ∈ C^2.

The operators Δ_ε, D_ε, and H_ε appearing in (1.7) are Fourier multipliers providing approximations to ∂^2_x, ∂_x and the identity respectively. In terms of their action in Fourier space, they are given by ^Δ_εu(k) = −k^2f(εk)^u(k) , (1.8a) ^D_εu(k) = ikg(εk)^u(k) , (1.8b) ^ H_εW (k) = h(εk)^W (k) . (1.8c)

Throughout the paper we will make some standing assumptions on the cut-off functions f, g and h.

Assumption 1.1. The function f : R → (0, +∞] is even, satisfies f(0) = 1, and is continuously differentiable on an interval [−δ, δ] around 0. Furthermore, there exists c_f ∈ (0, 1) such that f(k) ≥ c_f for all k > 0.

Besides this weak regularity assumption of f near the origin, we also need a global bound on its oscillations. In order to state this bound, we introduce the family of functions b_t(k) = exp ( − k^2f(k) t ) . With this notation at hand, we assume that

Assumption 1.2. The functions b_t are uniformly bounded in the bounded variation norm: sup_{t>0} | |b_t | |_{BV} < ∞ .

We make the following assumption on the approximation of the spatial derivative.

Assumption 1.3. There exists a signed Borel measure μ such that ∫ R e^{ikx} μ(dx) = ik g(k) , and such that μ(R) = 0, |μ|(R) < ∞, ∫ R x μ(dx) = 1, ∫ R |x|^{52} |μ|(dx) < ∞ . (1.9) In particular, we have (D_εu)(x) :=^1_ε ∫ R u(x + εy) μ(dy), where we identify u: [−π, π] → R with its periodic extension on all of R.

Note that the case D_εu(x) =^1_ε (u(x + ε) − u(x)) mentioned in (1.4) and (1.6) is included as special case μ = δ_1 − δ_0. Finally, we make the following assumption on the approximation of the noise.

Assumption 1.4. The function h is even, bounded and so that h^2/f is of bounded variation. Furthermore, h is twice differentiable at the origin with h(0) = 1 and h^′(0) = 0.

Note that the assumptions on g and h are identical to those imposed in [HM12]. Regarding the function f, Assumption 1.1 is actually weaker than the corresponding assumption in [HM12]. However, we require the additional Assumption 1.2. This assumption is not too restrictive and in particular all the examples discussed in [HM12] satisfy it. See Remark 1.9 below for the main reason why this additional assumption is required. Note that the assumptions on f do not imply that the approximated heat semigroup S_ε(t) := e^{tΔε} is continuous at 0 in the space of continuous functions. This is natural in the context of numerical approximations, since these would always involve the projection onto a finite-dimensional subspace. See Subsections 2.2 and 2.3 below for a more detailed discussion of this point.

Let ū be the solution of the equation dū = ( ν∂^2_xū + F (ū) + G(ū)∂_xū ) dt + θ(ū) dW , ū(0) = u^0 .

(1.10)

In this equation, the vector valued function F̄ is given by

F^i := (F^i − Λ θ^j_k∂_j G^i_l θ^l_k) , (1.11)

where we follow the convention to sum over repeated indices. The correction constant Λ can be calculated explicitly as

Λ := 1 2πν ∫ R_+ ∫ R (1 − cos(yt))h^2(t) t^2f(t) μ(dy) dt . (1.12) Note that a straightforward calculation shows that Λ is indeed well-defined, as a consequence of the fact that h^2 ≲ f by assumption and that |μ| has a finite second moments. The constant Λ is identical to the constant appearing in [HM12]. There, it has been calculated for several natural approximation schemes including the case where only the nonlinearity is discretised, as well as a finite difference and a Galerkin discretisation.

Note that in the non-gradient case G ≠ ∇G, (1.10) has to be interpreted as in [HW13]. Actually, there a slightly different equation is considered – the equation studied in [HW13] does not include the reaction term F and more importantly, global boundedness of G, θ as well as its derivatives up to order three is assumed to guarantee global existence. Treating the additional reaction term F is a straightforward modification that does not pose any problem for this approach. In the present paper, we also drop the assumption on the boundedness of F , G and θ, so we allow for explosion in finite time. We will deal with this by working up to a suitable stopping time. More precisely, for any K > 0 we define the stopping times

τ^∗_K := inf { t: |ū(t)|_C0 ≥ K } , where | · |_C0 denotes the supremum norm. The explosion time of ū is then defined to be τ^∗ = lim_{K→∞} τ^∗_K .

The main result of this article is the following theorem.

Theorem 1.5. Let α_⋆ =^1_2 − κ for some κ > 0. Then, for every κ small enough, there exists a γ > 0 with lim_{κ→0} γ(κ) =^1_6 such that the following is true.

Let |u^0|_Cα⋆ < ∞ and sup_{ε≤1} |u^0_ε|_Cα⋆ < ∞ and denote by u_ε and ū the solutions to (1.7) and (1.10). If the initial data u^0_ε and u^0 satisfy additionally

|u^0_ε − u^0|_C1/3 ≲ ε^γ ,

then there exists a sequence of stopping times τ_ε satisfying lim_{ε→0} τ_ε = τ^∗ in probability, and such that for any γ̃ < γ

lim_{ε→0} P ( sup 0≤t≤τ_ε |u_ε(t) − ū(t)|_C0 > ε^{γ̃} ) = 0 .

Remark 1.6. As pointed out below in Section 2 and in Appendix A the construction of the integral ∫ φ G(u) du involves in principle the choice of iterated integrals of a certain Gaussian process, but there turns out to exist a canonical choice X. The solution theory developed in [HW13] still works if we replace X by X̃(s; x, y) := X(s; x, y) − Λ(y − x) Id ,

but it yields a different solution. In [HW13] it was shown that this solution then coincides with ū. One can then also interpret this as stating that the approximations u_ε converge to solutions of the correct equation (1.1), but where a different stochastic integral is used to interpret the nonlinearity involving G.

Remark 1.7. In the additive noise case our rate of convergence is not optimal. Actually, at least in the case where the noise is additive and one only discretises the derivative, our argument in Sections 4 and 5 would give a better rate. We believe that in that case a slight improvement of our calculations would yield a rate of almost ε^{1/2}. We suspect this to be the true rate of convergence in that case.

In the multiplicative case we do not expect the convergence to be very quick and our rate could be close to optimal. Actually, in [HV11] approximations to (1.1) were studied numerically. In the case of additive noise the convergence which is the content of Theorem 1.5 could be observed, but not in the case of multiplicative noise. It might however be possible to improve the rate of convergence by considering weak (in the probabilistic sense) convergence, as was observed in [TT90] and recently exploited in the approximation to (1.1) when G = 0 [Deb11].

Note also that the rate^1_6 obtained here seems unrelated to the “order barrier” mentioned in [DG01].

Remark 1.8. The condition that the initial conditions are bounded in C^{α⋆} and converge in a larger space C^13 may seem slightly bulky. We choose to state the result in this way to obtain the optimal rate of convergence. Note that if u^0 has the regularity of Brownian motion and u^0_ε is a piecewise linearisation, then these conditions are satisfied. We also refer to Remark 2.1 for a more detailed discussion about the initial condition.

Remark 1.9. A crucial technical difference between the present article and [HM12] comes from the fact that for most of the argument we work in Hölder spaces instead of Sobolev spaces. This is necessary to apply the theory of controlled rough paths. Some arguments become easier in Hölder spaces because Gaussian random fields tend to have the same degree of Hölder regularity as Sobolev regularity. The sample paths of Brownian motion, for example, take values in every Sobolev space

H^s for s <^1_2 but in no H^s for s ≥^1_2 . It also takes values in C^α for the same values of α which is a much stronger statement. (Sobolev embedding would not even yield continuous sample paths!) Using this additional information, we can skip the messy high frequency cut-off needed in the proof in [HM12]. The price to pay is that it is more difficult to get bounds on the approximated heat semigroup. As the approximations are given in Fourier coordinates, bounds in L^2-based Sobolev spaces are trivial to obtain, but the derivation in Hölder spaces requires some work. For example, we need the additional Assumption 1.2 to ensure that the approximations of the heat semigroup are well-behaved not only in Sobolev but also in Hölder spaces.

Remark 1.10. It is always possible to reduce ourselves to the case ν = 1 by performing a simple time change. For the sake of conciseness, we therefore make this choice throughout the remainder of this article.

1.2. Structure of the paper. We start Section 2 with a short reminder of the solution theory from [HW13]. Then we introduce the main quantities needed for the proof of Theorem 1.5 and state the bounds on these. Finally, at the end of this section we give the proof of our main result. In the remaining sections we give the proofs for the bounds stated in Section 2. In Section 3 we provide a priori bounds on the main quantities involved. In Section 4 the convergence of the extra term is proved. In Section 5 the convergence of the term involving the spatial rough integrals is shown. The Sections 3 – 5 form the core of our argument. In Section 6 we prove some auxiliary regularity results. Finally, in Appendix A we recall some basic notions of rough path theory used in this work and in Appendix B we give a higher-dimensional extension of the classical Garsia-Rodemich-Rumsey Lemma.

1.3. Norms and notation. Throughout the paper we will use a whole zoo of different Hölder type norms and for later reference we provide a list here. For a normed vector space V we denote by C^0(V ) the space of continuous functions from [−π, π] to V and by B^0(V ) the space of continuous functions from [−π, π]^2 to V vanishing on the diagonal (i.e. for R ∈ B^0(V ) we have R(x, x) = 0 for all x ∈ [−π, π]). We will often omit the reference to the space V when it is clear from the context and simply write C^0 and B^0 instead.

For a given parameter α ∈ (0, 1) we define Hölder-type semi-norms: |X|_α = sup_{x≠y} |X(x) − X(y)| |x − y|^α and |R|_α = sup_{x≠y} |R(x, y)| |x − y|^α , (1.13)

and denote by C^α resp. B^α the set of functions for which these semi-norms are finite. The space C^α endowed with | · |_Cα = | · |^0_C + | · |_α is a Banach space. Here | · |_C0 denotes the supremum norm. The space B^α(V ) is a Banach space endowed with | · |_α alone. As usual, for α ≥ 1, we will denote by C^α the space of ⌊α⌋ times continuously differentiable functions whose ⌊α⌋th derivative is α − ⌊α⌋ Hölder continuous.

For a function u : [0, T ] × [−π, π] → R^n or u : [0, T ] × [−π, π] → R^{n×n} and for any α_1, α_2 ∈ (0, 1) and t_1 < t_2 ≤ T we denote by

‖u‖_Cα1,α2_{[t1,t2]} := sup_s

1,s_2∈[t_1,t_2] x,y∈[−π,π] |u(s_1, x) − u(s_2, y)| |s_1 − s_2|^{α1} + |x − y|^{α2}

+ sup

s∈[t_1,t_2] x∈[−π,π] |u(s, x)| (1.14) the inhomogeneous α_1, α_2-Hölder norm of u. In most cases we will have t_1 = 0 and then we simply write ‖u‖_Cα1 ,α2_t := ‖u‖_Cα1,α2_{[0,t]} . (1.15) If we are only interested in the spatial regularity, we write for γ ∈ (0, 1) ‖u‖_Cγ_{[t1,t2]} := sup_{s∈[t} 1,t_2] x,y∈[−π,π] |u(s, x) − u(s, y)| |x − y|^γ + sup

s∈[t_1,t_2] x∈[−π,π] |u(s, x)|, (1.16)

and if t_1 = 0 we use ‖u‖_Cγ_t := ‖u‖_Cγ_{[0,t]} . We simply write

‖u‖_C0_{[t1,t2]} := sup_{s∈[t}

1,t_2] sup x∈[−π,π] |u(s, x)| (1.17) and C^0_t := C^0_{[0,t]} for the supremum norm. We will also need a similar norm, for functions that depend on two space variables and that vanish on the diagonal. For R : [0, T ] × [−π, π]^2 → R^n or R : [0, T ] × [−π, π]^2 → R^{n×n} we write ‖R‖_Bγ_{[t1,t2]} := sup_{s∈[t} 1,t_2] sup x≠y∈[−π,π] |R(s; x, y)| |x − y|^γ . (1.18)

Finally, we will sometimes have to allow for blowup of a function near time t_1 ≥ 0. This can be captured by ‖R‖_Bγ_{[t1,t2],β} := sup_{s∈(t} 1,t_2]

(s − t_1)^β sup x,y∈[−π,π] |R(s; x, y)| |x − y|^γ , (1.19)

for some β ∈ [0, 1]. As above, if t_1 = 0 we write ‖R‖_Bγ_{t,β} := ‖R‖_Bγ_{[0,t],β} . (1.20) We will write C^{α1,α2}_{[t1,t2]} , C^γ_{[t1,t2]}, C^0_{[t1,t2]}, B^γ_{[t1,t2]} and B^γ_{[t1,t2],β} for the spaces of functions for which these norms are finite.

We will avoid the use of indices as much as possible and only use them if expressions would get ambiguous otherwise. When we do use indices, we always use the convention of summation over repeated indices. We will write A^+ =^1_2 (A + A^∗) and A^− =^1_2 (A − A^∗) for the symmetric and anti-symmetric part of a matrix A. The Hilbert-Schmidt norm of a matrix A will simply be denoted by |A|.

Finally, we will use the notation x ≲ y to indicate that there exists a constant C that does not depend on the relevant quantities so that x ≤ C y. Similarly, x ≂ y means that C^{−1}x ≤ y ≤ Cx.

2. OUTLINE AND PROOF OF THE MAIN RESULT

We start this section by presenting an outline of the construction of solutions to (1.1) in Subsection 2.1. In Subsection 2.2 we discuss how the quantities involved behave under approximations. The proofs of the bounds announced in this subsection form the core of this article and will be presented in the subsequent sections. Finally, in Subsection 2.3 these bounds will be summarised to give a proof of Theorem 1.5.

2.1. Construction of solutions to rough Burgers-like equations. In this section we give an outline of the construction of local solutions to (1.1). The construction given here differs slightly from the construction presented in [HW13], as this will hopefully make the proof of the main result in Subsection 2.3 more transparent. We comment on the differences below in Remark 2.2 and Remark 2.3. We refer the reader to Appendix A for the necessary notions of rough path theory. For the moment, we assume that α is an arbitrary exponent in (^1_3 ,^1_2 ); it will be fixed later in Subsection 2.3.

Let us start by fixing some notation. Throughout the paper we will write S(t) = e^{tΔ} for the semigroup generated by Δ. Recall that the operator S(t) acts on functions as convolution (on the torus) with the heat kernel

p_t(x) = 1 √ 2π ∑ k∈Z e^{−tk2} e^{ikx}. (2.1) For adapted L^2[−π, π] valued processes θ and F we will frequently write

Ψ^θ(t) := ∫_t 0 S(t − s) θ(s) dW (s) and Φ^F (t) := ∫_t 0 S(t − s) F (s) ds. Then with this notation the mild formulation of (1.1) reads

u(t) = S(t) u^0 + Ψ^{θ(u)}(t) + Φ^{F (u)}(t) + ∫_t 0 S(t − s) G ( u(s) ) ∂_xu(s) ds , (2.2)

where the symbol ∫ denotes a rough integral which we will define below.

The terms S(t)u^0 and the reaction term Φ^{F (u)} do not cause any major difficulty, so we will concentrate for the moment on the two terms

Ψ^{θ(u)}(t) = ∫_t 0 S(t − s) θ(u(s)) dW (s) and ∫_t 0 S(t − s) G ( u(s) ) ∂_xu(s) ds. As pointed out in the introduction, we will use the theory of controlled rough paths to interpret the term involving G. We introduce the auxiliary function Z(t, x) := ∫_x −π G ( u(t, y) ) d_yu(t, y), (2.3) and write

Ξ^u(t) := ∫_t 0 S(t − s)∂_xZ(s) ds = ∫_t 0 ∂_x ( S(t − s)Z(s) ) ds. We argue below that for every t the rough integral in equation (2.3) defines x → Z(t, x) as an α-Hölder function. Hence the spatial derivative is well defined in the sense of distributions. The last equality follows because ∂_x commutes with S(t − s). Equivalently, assuming that we know how to define the rough integral in (2.3), the last identity can be taken as the definition of Ξ^u.

In order to define the spatial integral on the right-hand side of (2.3) as a rough integral, for every s ∈ (0, t) we must specify a reference path X(s). These reference paths must meet the following requirements:

• For every s it must be possible to construct the iterated integrals

X(s; x, y) =: ∫_y x ( X(s, z) − X(s, x) ) ⊗ d_zX(s, z). (2.4)

Note here that the right hand side is defined by the values of X. Regarding X itself, we require it to satisfy a number of algebraic and analytic properties that are natural in view of its interpretation as an “integral”.

• For every s the random function x → u(s, x) must be controlled by X(s), in the sense that we need to be able find a derivative process u^′(s, x) such that u(s, y) − u(s, x) = u^′(s, x) ( X(s, y) − X(s, x) ) + R_u(s; x, y), (2.5)

where the remainder R_u vanishes sufficiently fast as |y − x| → 0. Such reference paths are provided by the stationary, zero mean solution to the linear stochastic heat equation

∂_tX = ∂^2_xX + Πξ.

Here Π denotes the orthogonal projection in L^2 onto the space of functions with zero mean. Actually, the construction of X is rather straightforward. The point is that X is a Gaussian process with explicitly known covariance structure so that known existence results (see [FV10]) apply. The process X is constructed by evaluating (2.4) for a sequence of approximations to X and checking that the sequence of approximate iterated integrals converges in the right sense. The crucial ingredient for this calculation is provided by Nelson’s estimate (Lemma B.4) that yields the equivalence of all moments in a given Wiener chaos.

When checking (2.5) it is sufficient to look at the term Ψ^{θ(u)}. Actually, the terms S(t) u^0 and Φ^{F (u)} will be C^1 in space, so they can be included in the remainder R^u and we need not worry about them. The same turns out to be true for the term Ξ^u discussed in (2.3).

For Ψ^{θ(u)} we can write Ψ^{θ(u)}(t, y) − Ψ^{θ(u)}(t, x) = θ(t, x) ( X(t, y) − X(t, x) ) + R^{θ(u)}(t; x, y). It is shown in [HW13, Proposition 4.8] that the term R^{θ(u)} does indeed have the necessary 2α-regularity near the diagonal as soon as E ( sup s,t∈[0,τ ] x,y∈[−π,π] |u(s, x) − u(t, y)| |s − t|^{α/2} + |x − y|^α + sup_{t∈[0,τ ]} x∈[−π,π] |u(t, x)| )_p (2.6)

is finite for a suitable stopping time τ and large enough p. This is precisely the regularity we expect for u. With these observations at hand we are ready to set up a fixed point argument to solve (2.2).

Then for some p ≥ 2 we denote by A_p the space of triples (u, u^′, R_u) ∈ L^p ( C^{α/2,α} T ) × L^p ( C^α_T ) × L^p ( B^{2α}_{T,α/2} ) that satisfy the following conditions:

• The processes t → u(t), t → u^′(t), t → R_u(t) are adapted. • Almost surely, for every t ∈ [0, T ] the triple u(t, ·), u^′(t, ·), R_u(t, ·) is controlled by X(t, ·). To be more precise, we assume that (2.5) holds almost surely for all s, x, y.

Here the L^p refers to p-th stochastic moments.

It is easy to check that A_p is a closed linear subspace of L^p ( C^{α/2,α} T ) ×L^p ( C^α_T ) × L^p ( B^{2α}_{T,α/2} ) . Then for such a triple (u, u^′, R_u) and for any stopping time τ ≤ T it makes sense to define M : (u, u^′, R_u) → (ũ, ũ^′, R_ũ), where

ũ(t) := ( S u^0 + Ψ^{θ(u)} + Φ^{F (u)} + Ξ^u ) (t ∧ τ), ũ^′(t) := θ ( u(t ∧ τ) ) , R_ũ(t) := δ ( S u^0 + Φ^{F (u)} + Ξ^u ) (t ∧ τ) + ( δΨ^{θ(u)} − θ(u)δX ) (t ∧ τ). (2.7)

Here the difference operator δ is defined as δu(s; x, y) := u(s, y) − u(s, x). (2.8) Using the bounds mentioned above, we can show that, for u^0 ∈ C^α and under suitable assumptions on τ, κ and p, the operator M is a contraction from a ball in A_p into itself.

As usual one can obtain solutions on a longer time interval by iterating this procedure. For fixed choice of the iterated integral process X, these solutions are unique.

Remark 2.1. The reason for allowing the remainder R_ũ to blow up like t^{−α/2} near zero lies in the initial condition u^0 ∈ C^α. Actually, the regularising property of the heat semigroup implies that we have

sup_{t≤1} t^{α/2} | S(t)u^0 | C^{2α} ≲ |u 0|_Cα . We need this bound to control the contribution of the initial condition to the remainder term.

This issue would be avoided completely if we could assume that u^0 ∈ C^{2α}. The problem is that even under this stronger assumption on the initial condition, after positive time the solutions u(t) would only attain values in C^α for any α <^1_2 . This would make it impossible to iterate this construction to get solutions on a longer time interval.

Remark 2.2. The construction in [HW13] is slightly different as it is split up into an inner fixed point argument to deal with the term involving G and an outer fixed point argument to conclude. This corresponds to a semi-implicit Picard iteration

u_{n+1}(t) = S(t) u^0 + ∫_t 0 S(t − s) θ(u_n(s)) dW (s) + ∫_t 0 S(t − s) F ( u_n(s) ) ds + ∫_t 0 S(t − s) G ( u_{n+1}(s) ) ∂_xu_{n+1}(s) ds. The advantage of this approach is that it separates more clearly the deterministic part from the probabilistic part of the construction. The price to pay is that some stopping arguments get more involved. In terms of the bounds needed, both constructions are essentially equivalent.

Remark 2.3. Another difference between the construction presented here and the one in [HW13] concerns the treatment of the term Ξ^u. In [HW13] the term Z defined above in (2.3) is not defined, but Ξ^u is defined directly as

Ξ^u(t) := ∫_t 0 ∫_π −π p_{t−s}(· − y) G ( u(s, y) ) d_yu(s, y)ds.

Then the C^1-regularity is shown using the scaling behaviour of the heat kernel p_{t−s}. In the current context we prefer the new approach (suggested to us by the referee) because it allows to separate the rough path bounds from the bounds involving the heat semigroup, which makes the argument more transparent.

2.2. Outline: Behaviour of the main quantities under approximation. In order to prove Theorem 1.5, we will go through the construction we just described and see how the terms behave under approximation.

For ε > 0 we denote by S_ε(t) = e^{tΔε} the semigroup generated by the approximate Laplacian defined in (1.8a). Similarly to S(t), it is given by convolution (on the torus) with a heat kernel

p^ε_t (x) = 1 √ 2π ∑ k∈Z e^{−tk2f(εk)}e^{ikx}. (2.9) As above, for any adapted L^2[−π, π] valued processes θ and F we will write

Ψ^θ_ε(t) = ∫_t 0 S_ε(t − s) θ(s) H_ε dW (s) and Φ^F_ε (t) = ∫_t 0 S_ε(t − s) F (s) ds. Using this notation the mild version of the approximation (1.7) takes the form

u_ε(t) = S_ε(t) u^0_ε + Ψ^{θ(uε)}_ε (t) + Φ^{F (uε)}_ε (t) + ∫_t 0 S_ε(t − s) G ( u_ε(s) ) D_εu_ε(s) ds. (2.10)

Note that for fixed ε > 0, we do not need rough path theory to solve this fixed point problem. The existence of local solutions can for example be shown through a fixed point argument in C^0_T . For positive ε the approximate derivative operator D_ε is actually continuous on the space of continuous functions, but the operator norm blows up as ε goes to zero. Therefore, it will be useful to introduce approximate reference rough paths (X_ε, X_ε) and interpret the term involving G on the righthand side of (2.10) as an approximation to a rough integral. This allows us to obtain uniform control as ε → 0.

Similarly to before, we choose as X_ε the stationary, zero mean solution of the approximated stochastic heat equation

dX_ε = Δ_εX_ε dt + ΠH_ε dW (t) .

This will be used as a reference rough path for the approximate solution. Here, as above, Π denotes the orthogonal projection on L^2 onto the functions with zero mean. If we extend the cylindrical Brownian motion W to negative times we get

X_ε(t) = ∫_t −∞ S_ε(t − s) ΠH_ε dW (s). Our first task then consists of checking that for every s the process X_ε(s) can indeed be lifted to a rough path (X_ε(s), X_ε(s)), and that for a given adapted process θ the approximate stochastic convolutions Ψ^θ_ε are indeed controlled by X_ε. This is established in Section 3. To be more precise, we will give bounds on the Hölder regularity of Ψ^θ in Lemma 3.1. The behaviour of (X_ε, X_ε) as a rough path is discussed in Lemma 3.3. Finally, in Lemma 3.6 the regularity of the remainder R^θ_ε(t; x, y) = ( Ψ^θ_ε(t, y) − Ψ^θ_ε(t, x) ) − θ(t, x) ( X_ε(t, y) − X_ε(t, x) ) (2.11) is treated. For all of these quantities we can show convergence as ε goes to zero towards the corresponding terms for the limiting equation.

Let us point out that, while the derivations of the a priori bounds on Ψ^θ_ε and on (X_ε, X_ε) are rather straightforward, the result for the remainder R^θ_ε requires more thought. The necessary spatial 2α-regularity is shown with a bootstrap argument.

Once we have established that Ψ^θ_ε is well behaved, it remains to check the behaviour of the term ∫_x −π G ( u_ε(s, y) ) D_εu_ε(s, y) dy (2.12)

when ε ↓ 0. One might hope that for small ε the integral behaves like an approximation to the rough integral ∫_x −π G ( u_ε(s, y) ) d_yu_ε(s, y). (2.13)

Unfortunately, this is not always true. As pointed out in Appendix A, rough integrals are limits of second order Riemann sums like (A.5). Since the contribution of the second order term may not be negligible in the limit, one cannot hope to prove that the first order expression in the second line of (2.12) approximates the rough integral (2.13) in general. In order to enforce this convergence, we simply add the “missing” second order term to the right-hand side of (2.12).

Therefore, we set Z_ε(t, x) := ∫_x −π G ( u_ε(s, y) ) D_εu_ε(s, y) dy + ∫_x −π DG ( u_ε(s, y) ) u^′_ε(s, y) D_εX_ε(s; y) u^′_ε(s, y) dy, (2.14)

where

D_εX_ε(s; y) = 1 ε ∫ R X_ε(s; y, y + εz) μ(dz) , and u^′_ε is a rough path derivative of u_ε with respect to X_ε. We then define

Ξ^{uε}_ε (t) := ∫_t 0 S_ε(t − s)∂_xZ_ε(s) ds = ∫_t 0 ∂_xS_ε(t − s)Z_ε(s) ds. (2.15) We will denote the extra term appearing on the right-hand side of (2.15) by

Υ^{uε}_ε (t, ·) := ∫_t 0 ∫_π −π p^ε_{t−s}(· − y) DG ( u_ε(s, y) ) × u^′_ε(s, y) D_εX_ε(s; y) u^′_ε(s, y) dy ds. (2.16)

Actually, here we have hidden a bit of non-trivial linear algebra in the notation. The expression defining Υ^{uε}_ε is trilinear and it is not obvious which term is paired with which. At this level, this does not matter and we will give a precise definition in (5.5) below.

In Section 5 we establish that, under suitable assumptions, Ξ^{uε}_ε approximates Ξ^u provided that the quantity

D_ε = ‖X − X_ε‖_Cα_T + ‖X − X_ε‖_B2α_T + ‖u − u_ε‖_Cα_T + ‖u^′ − u^′_ε‖_Cα_{[ε2,T ]} + ‖R_u − R_{uε} ‖_B2α_{[ε2,T ],α} is small.

Throughout the calculations we will need uniform in ε smoothing properties of the approximate heat semigroup S_ε. These are established in Section 6. A key ingredient is Lemma 6.3, a version of the Marcinkiewicz multiplier theorem.

By adding a rough path derivative and a remainder we can then interpret u_ε as solution to the fixed point problem for the operator (u_ε, u^′_ε, R_{uε} ) → M_ε(u_ε, u^′_ε, R_{uε} ) = (ũ_ε, ũ^′_ε, R_{ũε} ) where

ũ_ε(t) := ( S_ε u^0_ε + Ψ^{θ(uε)}_ε + Φ^{F (uε)}_ε − Υ^{uε}_ε + Ξ^{uε}_ε ) (t ∧ τ) (2.17)

ũ^′_ε(t) := θ ( u_ε(t ∧ τ) ) , R_{ũε} (t) := δ ( S_ε u^0_ε + Φ^{F (uε)}_ε − Υ^{uε}_ε + Ξ^{uε}_ε ) (t ∧ τ) + ( δΨ^{θ(uε)}_ε − θ(u_ε)δX_ε ) (t ∧ τ), for a suitable stopping time τ (which also depends on ε). Here the difference operator δ is defined as in (2.8).

As expected, the term Υ^{uε}_ε will be responsible for the emergence of an extra term in the limit. This term will be treated in Section 4, where the convergence of the term D_εX_ε will be discussed.

It turns out that for ε small enough this term behaves like Λ Id, where Λ is the constant introduced above in (1.12). Note that the a priori knowledge of the regularity of X_ε would not even imply that the quantity Υ^{uε}_ε remains bounded, so that the proof of its convergence requires to exploit stochastic cancellations. The relevant bound is given in Proposition 4.1. There, convergence in any stochastic L^p space with respect to the Sobolev norm H^{−η}, for η > 0 is proved. In the next subsection we will be able to establish convergence of the triple (u_ε, u^′_ε, R_{uε} ).

2.3. Proof of the main result. Now we are ready to finish the proof of our main result, Theorem 1.5, assuming the results from Sections 3 – 6.

Similar to (2.16) we define

Υ^ū(t) := Λ ∫_t 0 S(t − s) ( DG ( ū(s) ) ū^′(s) ū^′(s) ) ds (2.18)

where the indices are to be interpreted as in (1.11). Then the mild form of (1.10) can be written as

ū(t) := S(t) u^0 + Ψ^{θ(ū)}(t) + Φ^{F (ū)}(t) − Υ^ū(t) + Ξ^ū_ε (t), ū^′(t) := θ ( ū(t) ) , R_ū(t) := δ ( S u^0 + Φ^{F (ū)} − Υ^ū + Ξ^ū_ε ) (t) + ( δΨ^{θ(ū)} − θ(ū)δX ) (t). (2.19)

Furthermore, for t < τ^∗_ε the process u_ε solves the fixed point problem for the operator M_ε defined in (2.17). Recall that τ^∗ denotes the explosion time of ū. Similarly, here τ^∗_ε denotes the explosion time for u_ε. Note that the extra term Υ^ū corresponds to a reaction term and poses no additional problems for the wellposedness of the equation.

In order to optimize the convergence rate we have to work with three different Hölder exponents α_⋆ > α ≥ α̃ .

More precisely for a 0 < κ <^1_{12} we set α_⋆ =^1_2 − κ. We then fix α = α_⋆ − κ to be a bit smaller and α̃ ∈ (^1_3 , α] arbitrary. Note that the regularising property of the heat semigroup implies that t^{α2} | |S(t)u^0 | |_{2α} ≲ |u^0|_α and t^α_2 | |S_ε(t)u^0_ε | |_{2α} ≲ |u^0_ε|_{α⋆} . In the case of the heat semigroup S, this is a standard regularity result. For the approximated semigroup S_ε the regularisation is shown in Corollary 6.6.

We will measure the regularity of ū, u_ε, R_ū, and R_{uε} with norms indexed by α and α̃. For most terms, the rate of convergence becomes better when measured in a norm of lower regularity, see for example Lemma 3.1 or Lemma 3.3 below. In those situations, we use the norms indexed by α̃. But in some estimates it is useful to use a priori knowledge on the regularity of u that is close to optimal – this is when we use α. We will use α_⋆ to measure the regularity of the initial condition and the regularity of X and X_ε. It is useful to have a little bit more regularity available for these quantities.

First we introduce the following stopping times. Recall the definitions of the norms ‖ · ‖_Cα/2,α_t , ‖ · ‖_Cα_t from (1.15) and (1.16). Then for any K > 0 we define:

σ^X_K := inf { t ≥ 0: ‖X‖_Cα_⋆ /2,α_{⋆t} ≥ K or ‖X‖_B2α_t ≥ K } , (2.20a)

σ^u_K := inf { t ≥ 0: ‖ ū‖_Cα/2,α_t ≥ K } , (2.20b)

σ^R_K := inf { t ≥ 0: |R_ū(t)|_{2α} ≥ Kt^{− α2} or |R_ū(t)|_{2α̃} ≥ Kt^{− ~α2} } . (2.20c)

Here we follow the convention to set the stopping times to be T if the sets are empty. It follows from the bounds in Sections 3 – 5 that for suitable initial conditions u^0 these stopping times are almost surely positive. Remark that for t ≤ σ^u_K we have ‖ū^′‖_Cα_t = ‖θ(ū)‖_Cα_t ≤ sup_{−K≤|u|≤K} |θ(u)| + sup_{−K≤|u|≤K} |Dθ(u)|K. (2.21) Then we set

σ_K = σ^X_K ∧ σ^u_K ∧ σ^R_K .

In order to have a priori bounds on the corresponding ε-quantities, we fix yet another parameter η = α − κ, and introduce the stopping times

ϱ^X_ε := inf { t ≥ 0: ‖X − X_ε‖_Cα_⋆/2,α_{⋆t} ≥ 1, or ‖X − X_ε‖_B2α_t ≥ 1, or ‖X − X_ε‖_C0_t ≥ ε^{α⋆} , or |X_ε|_Dα⋆,ε ≥ K, or | |D_εX_ε(t) − Λ Id | | H^{−η} ≥ 1 } , (2.22a)

ϱ^u_ε := inf { t ≥ 0: ‖ ‖ū − u_ε‖_{Cαt} ≥ 1 } ∧ inf { t > ε^2 : ‖ ‖ū − u_ε‖_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,t] ≥ 1 } ,(2.22b)

ϱ^R_ε := inf { t > ε^2 : |R_ū(t) − R_{uε} (t)|_{2α} ≥ (t − ε^2)^{− α2}

or |R_ū(t) − R_{uε} (t)|_{2α̃} ≥ (t − ε^2)^{− ~α2} } , (2.22c)

where again, we set the stopping times equal to T if the sets are empty. Here the norm D^{α⋆,ε} is defined in (3.51) below. In (2.22c) the quantity R_{uε} is defined as in (2.17). Again the bounds proved below in Sections 3 – 5 show that these stopping times are almost surely positive. Note in particular that Lemma 3.3 implies that for any t > 0 the probability of {‖X − X_ε‖_C0_t ≥ ε^{α⋆} } goes to zero.

Finally, define ϱ_{K,ε} = σ_K ∧ ϱ^X_ε ∧ ϱ^u_ε ∧ ϱ^R_ε . It is clear from the definition that if ϱ_{K,ε} > 0 and for 0 ≤ t ≤ ϱ_{K,ε} we have deterministic bounds on ‖X_ε‖_Cα_⋆/2,α_⋆ t , ‖X_ε‖_B2α_t , | D_εX_ε(t) | H^{−η} , ‖ u_ε‖_Cα_t , ‖ u_ε‖_Cα/2,α_{[ε2 ,t]} , ‖u^′_ε‖_Cα_t = ‖θ(u_ε)‖_Cα_t , |R_{uε} |_B2α_{[ε2,t],α} , |R_{uε} |_B2α̃_{[ε2,t],α̃} . From now on, to reduce the number of indices, we will write t_ε := t ∧ ϱ_{K,ε}. Most of the rest of this subsection will be devoted to the proof of the following theorem which will then be shown to imply our main result, Theorem 1.5.

Theorem 2.4. Let the exponents α_⋆, α, α̃ and κ be as stated at the beginning of this subsection. Suppose that the initial conditions satisfy | |u^0 | |_{Cα⋆} < K and | |u^0_ε | |_{Cα⋆} < K for some large constant K. Then there exists a constant γ = γ(α̃, κ) > 0, such that for any terminal time T > 0 and for any p ≥ 1, we have E [ ‖ū − u_ε‖^p_{Cα̃Tε} + ‖ū − u_ε‖^p_{Cα̃/2,α̃} [ε2,Tε] + ‖R_ū − R_{uε} ‖^p_{B2α̃[ε2,Tε], ~α/2} ]

≲ | |u^0 − u^0_ε | |^p_{Cα̃} + ε^{pγ} . (2.23)

Furthermore, for every fixed α̃, the constant γ(α̃, κ) can be chosen arbitrarily close to^1_2 − α̃ by taking κ > 0 sufficiently small.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. We start by introducing some ^K > K to be fixed later. We will also only use the fact that the initial conditions satisfy the bound | u^0 | C^{α⋆} < ^K and |u^0_ε|_{Cα⋆} < ^K . This will be useful later on.

The functions F, G, θ will only be evaluated for u with |u| ≤ K + 1. All the quantities of interest will remain unchanged if we change F, G and θ outside a ball. Therefore, from now on we can and will make the additional assumption that | |F | |_{C1} < ∞ , | |G | |_{C3} < ∞ , | |θ | |_{C2} < ∞ . For any α̃ ∈ (^1_3 , α] we will derive a bound on the quantity

E^{α̃}(t) := ( E‖ū − u_ε‖^p_{Cα̃tε} ) 1_p + ( E ‖ū − u_ε‖^p_{Cα̃/2,α̃} [ε2,tε] ) 1_p

+ ( E‖R_ū − R_{uε} ‖^p_{B2α̃[ε2,tε], ~α/2} ) 1_p .

Using the equations (2.19) and (2.17) that ū and u_ε satisfy, we get the bound E^{α̃}(t) ≲ 5∑ i=1 I^{α̃}_i (t), (2.24)

where

I^{α̃}_1 (t) := ‖ ‖S(·)u^0 − S_ε(·)u^0_ε ‖ ‖_{Cα̃/2,α̃} [ε2,t] + ‖ ‖S(·)u^0 − S_ε(·)u^0_ε ‖ ‖_{Cα̃t} + sup_{0<s≤t} s^{α̃2} | S(s)u^0 − S_ε(s)u^0_ε | C^{2α̃} , (2.25a)

I^{α̃}_2 (t) := ( E ‖ ‖Ψ^{θ(ū)} − Ψ^{θ(u}ε^)_ε ‖ ‖^p_{Cα̃/2,α̃} tε ) 1_p

+ ( E ‖ ‖R^{θ(ū)} − R^{θ(u}ε^)_ε ‖ ‖^p_{B2α̃} [ε2,tε],α̃/2 ) 1_p , (2.25b)

I^{α̃}_3 (t) := ( E ‖ Φ^{F (ū)} − Φ^{F (uε)}_ε ‖_p C^{α̃/2,α̃} tε ) 1_p

+ ( E ( sup 0<s≤t_ε s^{α̃2} | |Φ^{F (ū)}(s) − Φ^{F (u}ε^)_ε (s) | |_{C2α̃} )_p)^1_p , (2.25c)

I^{α̃}_4 (t) := ( E ‖ ‖Υ^ū − Υ^uε_ε ‖ ‖^p_{Cα̃/2,α̃} tε ) 1_p

+ ( E ( sup 0<s≤t_ε s^{α̃2} | |Υ^ū(s) − Υ^uε_ε (s) | |_{C2α̃} )_p) 1_p , (2.25d)

I^{α̃}_5 (t) := ( E ‖ Ξ^ū − Ξ^{uε}_ε ‖_p C^{α̃}_{tε} ) 1_p + ( E ‖ Ξ^ū − Ξ^{uε}_ε ‖_p C^{α̃/2,α̃} [ε2,tε] ) 1_p

+ ( E ( sup 0<s≤t_ε s^{α̃2} | Ξ^ū(s) − Ξ^{uε}_ε (s) | C^{2α̃} )_p) 1_p . (2.25e)

Actually, in I^{α̃}_1 – I^{α̃}_5 we give slightly more information than needed. Note in particular, that in I^{α̃}_3 , I^{α̃}_4 , and I^{α̃}_5 we only allow for blowup at 0, not at ε^2. This bound is stronger.

We start by giving a bound on I^{α̃}_1 . For every t > ε^2 we get for any λ_1 < α_⋆ − α̃ that ‖ ‖S(·)u^0 − S_ε(·)u^0_ε ‖ ‖_{Cα̃/2,α̃} [ε2,t] ≤ ‖ ‖S(·)(u^0 − u^0_ε) ‖ ‖_{Cα̃/2,α̃t} + ‖ ‖(S(·) − S_ε(·))u^0_ε ‖ ‖_{Cα̃/2,α̃} [ε2,t] ≲ | |u^0 − u^0_ε | |_{Cα̃} + | |u^0_ε | |_{Cα⋆} ε^λ1 . (2.26)

Here we have used the fact that the heat semigroup is a contraction from C^α to C^α as well as the time continuity of the heat semigroup in the first term. In the second term we have used Corollary 6.6, which provides uniform bounds on the spatial regularisation due to the approximated heat semigroup. We use Lemma 6.7 to get the temporal regularity.

The remaining terms in (2.25a), ‖ ‖S(·)u^0 − S_ε(·)u^0_ε ‖ ‖_{Cα̃t} and sup 0<s≤t s^{α̃2} | |S(s)u^0 − S_ε(s)u^0_ε | |_{C2α̃} , (2.27) can be bounded by the same quantity. Here we use that both Lemmas 6.5 and 6.6 regarding the spatial regularity hold for arbitrary times. Hence, using the boundedness of |u_ε|_Cα⋆ we can conclude that

I^{α̃}_1 (t) ≲ | |u^0 − u^0_ε | |_{Cα̃} + ε^λ1 . (2.28)

This is the only part in the argument, where we will use the boundedness of u^0_ε or u^0 in the C^{α⋆} -norm. Note that the implicit constants are uniform for all u^0, u^0_ε satisfying |u^0|_Cα⋆ ≤ ^K and |u^0_ε|_Cα⋆ ≤ ^K .

The bounds on I^{α̃}_2 are derived in Section 3. More specifically, for p > 6 1 − 2α̃ and λ_1 = 1 − 2α̃ − 6 p we get using Corollary 3.2 ( E ‖ ‖Ψ^{θ(ū)} − Ψ^{θ(u}ε^)_ε ‖ ‖^p_{Cα̃/2,α̃} tε ) 1_p

≤ ( E ‖ ‖Ψ^{θ(ū)} − Ψ^{θ(u}ε^) ‖ ‖^p_{Cα̃/2,α̃} tε ) 1_p + ( E ‖ ‖Ψ^{θ(u}ε^) − Ψ^{θ(u}ε^)_ε ‖ ‖^p_{Cα̃/2,α̃} tε ) 1_p

≲ t^{λ14} ( E ‖ ‖θ(ū) − θ(u_ε) ‖ ‖^p_{C0tε} ) 1_p + ε^{λ1α} E (‖ ‖θ(u_ε) ‖ ‖^p_{Cαtε} ) 1_p

≲ t^{λ14} ( E ‖ ū − u_ε ‖_p C^0_{tε} ) 1_p + ε^{λ1α} ( E ( 1 + ‖ u_ε ‖_p C^α_{tε} )) 1_p

≲ t^{λ14} E^{α̃}(t) + ε^{λ1α}(K + 1).

(2.29)

In passing from the second to the third line, we have used (3.14) and (3.15) as well as the linearity of the map θ → Ψ^θ. When passing from the third to the fourth line, we have used the fact that the C^1-norm of θ is bounded by a deterministic constant depending on K.

In particular, by choosing p large enough and κ small enough, the rate λ_1α can be increased arbitrarily close to^1_2 − α̃.

In order to get a bound on the second quantity in I^{α̃}_2 we write ( E ‖ R^{θ(ū)} − R^{θ(uε)}_ε ‖_p B^{2α̃}_{[ε2,tε],α̃/2} ) 1_p (2.30) ≤ ( E ‖ ‖R^{θ(ū)} − R^{θ(ū)}_ε ‖ ‖^p_{B2α̃} [ε2,tε],α̃/2 ) 1_p + ( E ‖ ‖R^{θ(ū)}_ε − R^{θ(u}ε^)_ε ‖ ‖^p_{B2α̃} [ε2,tε],α̃/2 ) 1_p , where we use the notations R^θ and R^θ_ε from Section 3.

The first term on the right hand side of (2.30) can be bounded directly using Corollary 3.7. Actually, using the time regularity of θ(u) for all times in [0, ϱ_{K,ε}] we even get a bound without blowup. Then for any

λ_2 < α α + α_⋆ − 2~α α + α_⋆ and for p large enough we obtain ( E ‖ R^{θ(ū)} − R^{θ(ū)}_ε ‖_p B^{2α̃}_{[ε2,tε],α̃/2} ) 1_p ≲ ε^{λ2} ([ E ‖ θ(ū) ‖_p C^{α/2,α} [ε2,tε] ] 1_p + [ E ‖ θ(ū) ‖_p C^α_{tε} ] 1_p )

≲ ε^{λ2} .

Here we have used the fact that the stopping time ϱ_{K,ε} is almost surely smaller than the stopping time ϱ^X_{ε,K} defined in (3.53) and than ϱ^X_∞ defined in (3.76). Note that as above by choosing κ small enough (and p large enough, which is already implicit in the expression for λ_2), the rate λ_2 can be increased arbitrarily close to 1 2 − α̃. For the remaining term in (2.30), using (3.78) we get for any λ_3 <^1_2 (α_⋆ − α̃) and for p large enough that ( E ‖ ‖R^{θ(ū)}_ε − R^{θ(u}ε^)_ε ‖ ‖^p_{B2α̃} [ε2,τ ],α̃/2 ) 1_p

≲ t^{λ3} (( E ‖θ(ū) − θ(u_ε)‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,τ ] ) 1_p + ( E ‖θ(ū) − θ(u_ε)‖^p_{C0τ} ) 1_p )

≲ t^{λ3} E^{α̃}(t). The bounds on I^{α̃}_3 and I^{α̃}_4 are provided in Section 4. Using Proposition 4.4 twice we get

I^{α̃}_3 (t) = ( E ‖ ‖Φ^{F (ū)} − Φ^{F (u}ε^)_ε ‖ ‖^p_{Cα̃/2,α̃} tε ) 1_p

+ ( E ( sup 0<s≤t_ε s^{α̃2} | |Φ^{F (ū)}(s) − Φ^{F (u}ε^)_ε (s) | |_{C2α̃} )_p) 1_p (2.31) ≲ t^{1− α̃2} ( E‖ū − u_ε‖^p_{C ~αtε} ) 1_p + ε^{1− ~α2} . Here we have used that, as a consequence of our definitions, the norms ‖ū‖_Cα and ‖u_ε‖_Cα are bounded by K before the stopping time ϱ_{K,ε}.

Then using Proposition 4.6 and Proposition 4.1 we get

I^{α̃}_4 (t) = ( E ‖ ‖Υ^ū − Υ^uε_ε ‖ ‖^p_{Cα̃/2,α̃} tε ) 1_p + ( E ( sup 0<s≤t_ε s^{α̃2} | |Υ^ū − Υ^uε_ε | |_{C2α̃} )_p) 1_p

≲ ε^{1− α̃2} + ( E sup t∈[0,T ] | | |DεXε(t, ·) − Λ Id | | |^p_{H−η} ) 1_p

+ t^{1− α̃2} ([ E ‖ ū − u_ε ‖_p C^{α̃}_{tε} ] 1_p + [ E ‖ θ(ū) − θ(u_ε) ‖_p C^{α̃}_{tε} ] 1_p )

≲ ε^{η−κ} + t^{1− α̃2} E^{α̃}(t). We use Proposition 5.1 and Proposition 5.2, the main results of Section 5, to bound I^{α̃}_5 . We get ( E ‖ ‖Ξ^ū − Ξ^uε_ε ‖ ‖^p_{Cα̃/2,α̃} [ε2,tε] ) 1_p + ( E ‖ ‖Ξ^ū − Ξ^uε_ε ‖ ‖^p_{Cα̃tε} ) 1_p ≲ ( E D^p_ε ) 1_p t^{1−2α̃−κ2} + ε^{3α−1}. (2.32) Using Proposition 5.1 again for γ = 2α̃, we get a similar bound for the remaining term: [ E ( sup 0<s≤t_ε s^{− α̃2} | |Ξ^ū(s) − Ξ^uε_ε (s) | |_{C2α̃} )_p] 1_p ≲ ( ED^p_ε ) 1_p t^{1−2α̃−κ2} + ε^{3α−1} + ε^{1−2α̃−κ}. (2.33)

Note that we have used again that, thanks to the stopping time ϱ_{K,ε}, all the relevant norms are bounded almost surely. In particular, the constants that are suppressed in the ≲ notation do depend on K. As above, in (2.32) and (2.33) we have used the notation

D_ε = ‖X − X_ε‖_Cα̃_T + ‖X − X_ε‖_B2α̃_T + ‖ū − u_ε‖_Cα̃_{tε} + ‖θ(ū) − θ(u_ε)‖_Cα̃_{[ε2,tε]} + ‖R_ū − R_{uε} ‖_B2α̃_{[ε2,tε],α̃/2} . The quantity E[D^p_ε ]^{1p} can be bounded by ( ED^p_ε ) 1_p ≲ ( E‖X − X_ε‖^p_{Cα̃t} ) 1_p + ( E ‖X − X_ε‖^p_{B2α̃t} ) 1_p + ( E ‖ū − u_ε‖^p_Cα_{tε} ) 1_p

+ ( E‖R_ū − R_{uε} ‖^p_{B2α̃[ε2,tε],α̃/2} ) 1_p

≲ ( E‖X − X_ε‖^p_{Cα̃t} ) 1_p + ( E ‖X − X_ε‖^p_{B2α̃t} ) 1_p + E^{α̃}(t).

(2.34)

Here, we have used the fact that ū^′ = θ(ū) and u^′_ε = θ(u_ε) as well as the bound ‖θ(ū) − θ(u_ε)‖_Cα_{[ε2 ,tε]} ≤ | θ | C^1 ‖ū − uε‖C^αtε + | θ | C^2 ‖ū‖C^αtε ‖ū − uε‖C^0t_ε . For the second-order information X_ε and X of our rough paths, Corollary 3.4 implies that for λ_4 < 1 − 2α̃ we get ( E ‖ ‖X_ε − X ‖ ‖^p_{Cα/2,α} t ) 1_p ≲ ε^{λ42} and ( E ‖ ‖X_ε − X ‖ ‖^p_{B2α̃t} )_{1/p} ≲ ε^{λ42} . (2.35)

So finally, combining the estimates (2.24), (2.25), (2.28), (2.29), (2.30), (2.32), (2.33) and (2.35), we obtain

E^{α̃}(t) ≲ t^{γ̃} E^{α̃}(t) + ε^γ + | |u^0 − u^0_ε | |_{Cα̃} . (2.36)

Here the exponents γ̃, γ > 0 are the minima of the corresponding exponents in the above calculations. Note that γ depends on κ and p. and we have γ = γ(p, α̃, κ) increases to^1_2 − α̃ as p ↑ ∞ and κ ↓ 0.

By choosing t = t_∗ small enough we can absorb the first term on the right-hand side of (2.36) into the left-hand side. Then we get for some constant C_∗, sup 0≤s≤t_∗ E^{α̃}(s) ≤ C_∗ε^γ + C_∗ | u^0 − u^0_ε | C^{α̃} . (2.37)

Note that the specific values of t_∗ and C_∗ only depend on K and ^K.

We now iterate this argument taking ū(t_∗) and u_ε(t_∗) as new initial data. The definition of the stopping times σ^u_K and σ^u_ε in (2.20b) and (2.22b) ensure that for t < ϱ_{K,ε} we have the bounds |ū(t)|_Cα ≤ K and |u_ε(t)|_Cα ≤ K, but in order to be able to iterate the argument we need a bound in the slightly stronger C^{α⋆} -norm. For this, we make use of the following trick: we know already that ū(t) is a controlled rough path and that, for any pair x, y, we have the bound δū(t; x, y) = θ ( ū(t, x) ) δX(t; x, y) + R_ū(t; x, y). Using this decomposition, we can conclude that in order to prove boundedness of ū(t) in C^{α⋆} , it is sufficient to have bounds on θ(ū(t)) in C^0, on X in C^{α⋆} as well as on R_{uε} (t) in B^{α⋆} . These norms are all bounded by deterministic constants due to the definition of the stopping time. Hence we can conclude that for t ≤ ϱ_{ε,K} we have |u_ε(t_∗)|_Cα⋆ ≤ sup_{|u|≤K+1} |θ(u)|K + K. Now if we choose ^K = sup_{|u|≤K+1} |θ(u)|K + K we can restart the process at t_∗ and obtain the estimate ( E ‖ ū − u_ε ‖_p C^{α̃/2,α̃} [t∗+ε2,2t∗∧ϱK,ε] )_{1/p} + ( E ‖ ū − u_ε ‖_p C^{α̃}_{[t∗,2t∗∧ϱK,ε]} )_{1/p}

+ ( E ‖ ‖R_ū − R_{uε} ‖ ‖^p_{B2α̃} [t∗+ε2,2t∗∧ϱK,ε],α̃/2 )_{1/p}

≤ C_∗ε^γ + C_∗ ( E |ū(t_∗ ∧ ϱ_{K,ε}) − u_ε(t_∗ ∧ ϱ_{K,ε})|^p_{Cα̃} )_{1/p} ≤ ( C_∗ + C^2_∗ ) ε^γ + C^2_∗ |u^0 − u^0_ε|_Cα̃ ,

which can then be iterated recursively. Note that the values of C_∗ and t_∗ remain constant throughout the recursion (because they only depend on K and ^K) so that the final time T is reached within a finite number of steps.

The bound one obtains in this way not yet the desired result because of the weight (s − kt_∗)^{α̃} for k = 1, 2, . . .. Note that in the definition of E^{α̃} the B^{2α̃}- norm of R_ū may only blow up at ε^2 but not at every multiple time kt_∗ + ε^2. For ε small enough this issue can be avoided if we additionally restart the process at times^{2k+1}_2 t_∗, and then for every s take the better of the two bounds obtained in this way. □

Proof of Theorem 1.5. In order to conclude Theorem 1.5 it is sufficient to show that we have lim_{K↑∞} lim_{ε↓0} P [ sup 0≤s≤τ^∗_K ‖ ‖ū − u_ε ‖ ‖_{C0} ≥ ε^{γ̃} ] = 0. (2.38)

Indeed, then the sequence τ_ε can be chosen as a suitable diagonal sequence.

Recall the definitions of the stopping times ϱ_{K,ε} and σ_K in (2.20) and (2.22). In order to see 2.38 we write for any K̄ > K P [ sup 0≤s≤τ^∗_K ‖ ū − u_ε ‖ C^0 ≥ ε γ ] ≤ P [ sup 0≤s≤ϱ^∗_{K̄,ε} ‖ ū − u_ε ‖ C^0 ≥ ε γ̃ ] (2.39) + P [ ϱ¯_{K,ε} < σ¯_K ] + P [ σ¯_K < τ_K ] . Theorem 2.4 above and Chebyshev’s inequality directly imply that the first term goes to zero. In order to obtain the optimal rate, we choose α̃ to be as small as possible, i.e. just a bit larger than^1_3 . In particular, by choosing κ small enough we can increase γ up to arbitrarily close to^1_6 .

According to the definition of the stopping times we have P [ ϱ¯_{K,ε} < σ¯_K ]

= P [ ‖X − X_ε‖_Cα_⋆/2,α_{⋆ϱK̄,ε} ≥ 1, or ‖X − X_ε‖_B2α_{ϱK̄,ε} ≥ 1, (2.40) or sup 0≤t≤ϱ¯_{K,ε} | |X(t) − Xε(t) | |_{C0} ≥ ε^{α⋆} , or sup_{0≤t≤ϱ¯} K,ε | X_ε(t)|_Dα⋆,ε ≥ K̄, or sup 0≤t≤ϱ¯_{K,ε} | |D_εX_ε(t) − Λ Id | | H^{−η} ≥ 1, or ‖ ‖ū − u_ε‖_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,ϱK̄,ε] ≥ 1, or ‖ ‖ū − u_ε‖_{CαϱK̄,ε} ≥ 1, or sup ε^2<t≤ϱ¯_{K,ε} (t − ε^2)^{α2} |R_ū(t) − R_{uε} (t)|_{2α} ≥ 1, or sup 0<t≤ϱ¯_{K,ε} (t − ε^2)^{α̃2} |R_ū(t) − R_{uε} (t)|_{2α̃} ≥ 1 ] . We have already provided all the bounds that imply that for any K̄ this probability goes to zero. In fact, the bounds for X−X_ε, |X−X_ε|_B2α_t and | D_εX_ε(t)−Λ Id | H^{−η} are independent of K̄ and given in Corollary 3.4, Lemma 3.5 and Proposition 4.1.

The bounds for the remaining terms in (2.40) follow from applying Theorem 2.4 again, once with α̃ = α and once for arbitrary α̃. Note that it is crucial for this argument, that we allow for the choice α̃ = α. In this case the convergence is very slow, but this does not matter.

Finally, we write for the last term on the right-hand side of (2.39) that P [ σ¯_K < τ_K ] = P [ ‖X‖_Cα_⋆ /2,α_⋆ τK ≥ K̄, or ‖X‖_B2α_{τK} ≥ K̄, or ‖ ‖ū‖_{Cα/2,ατ} K ≥ K̄, or sup 0<t≤τ_K t^{β2} |R_ū(t)|_{2α} ≥ K̄, or sup_{0<t≤τK} t^{α̃2} |R_ū(t)|_{2α̃} ≥ K̄ ] . It follows from the bounds in Corollary 3.4 that the probability of ‖X‖_Cα_⋆/2,α_{⋆τK} ≥ K̄ and the probability of ‖X‖_{B2αt} ≥ K̄ go to zero as K̄ goes to ∞. The same statement about the probabilities involving ū and R_ū follows from the global wellposedness of the equation with bounded g and θ. The details of this calculation can be found in the proof of Theorem 3.5 in [HW13] and will be omitted here.

This finishes the proof of our main result, Theorem 1.5. □

3. THE STOCHASTIC CONVOLUTION

In this section we provide the necessary bounds on the stochastic convolutions Ψ^{θ(u)} and Ψ^{θ(ū)}_ε . We will adopt a slightly more general framework than the one adopted in Section 2. Actually, we will fix an adapted L^2[−π, π]-valued proces (θ(t))_{t≥0} and consider the stochastic convolutions with the heat semigroup, i.e.

Ψ^θ_ε(t) = ∫_t 0 S_ε(t−s) θ(s) H_ε dW (s) and Ψ^θ(t) = ∫_t 0 S(t−s) θ(s) dW (s). As in Section 2, the Gaussian case θ ≡ 1 will play a special role. We write

X_ε(t) = ∫_t −∞ S_ε(t − s) ΠH_ε dW (s) and X(t) = ∫_t −∞ S(t − s) ΠdW (s). Here we have extended the cylindrical Brownian motion W to negative times in order to ensure that X and X_ε are stationary.

It will be useful to consider the Fourier expansion of X_ε given by X_ε(t, x) = 1 √ 2π ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ∫_t −∞ e^{ikx} e^{−k2f(εk)(t−s)} h(εk) dw_k (s) = ∑ k∈Z^⋆ q^k_ε ξ^k_ε (t) e^{ikx} . (3.1)

Here the w_k are C^n-valued two-sided Brownian motions (i.e. real and imaginary part of every component are independent real-valued Brownian motions so that

E |w^i_k (t)|^2 = |t|), which are independent up to the constraint w_k = w̄_{−k} that ensures that X_ε is real-valued. Furthermore, we use the notation

q^k_ε = h(εk) |k| √ 4πf(εk) (3.2)

and the ξ^k_ε are centred stationary C^n-valued Gaussian processes, independent up to ξ^k_ε = ξ̄^{−k}_ε , so that for any t > 0, E ( ξ^k_ε (0) ⊗ ξ^{−k}_ε (t) ) = K^t_k Id, (3.3)

where K^t_k = e^{−f(εk)k2t}. (3.4) The series decomposition (3.1) can be used to define the iterated integral

X_ε(t; x, y) = ∫_y x ( X_ε(t, z) − X_ε(t, x) ) ⊗ d_zX_ε(t, z). (3.5) In fact, for fixed t, x, y this integral can simply be defined as the limit in L^2(Ω) as N → ∞ of the double series

X^N_ε (t; x, y) = ∑ 0<|k|,|l|≤N ξ^k_ε (t) ⊗ ξ^l_ε(t) q^k_ε q^l_ε ∫_y x ( e^{ikz} − e^{ikx} ) il e^{ilz} dz = ∑ 0<|k|,|l|≤N ξ^k_ε (t) ⊗ ξ^l_ε(t) e^{i(k+l)x} q^k_ε q^l_ε I_{k,l}(y − x), (3.6)

where I_{k,l}(y) = {_l k+l ( e^{i(k+l)y} − 1 ) − ( e^{ily} − 1 ) for k ≠ −l, ily − ( e^{ily} − 1 ) for k = −l. (3.7)

The regularity properties of X_ε are discussed in Lemma 3.3. Note however, that the regularity of X_ε is not sufficient to give a pathwise argument for the existence of (3.5). Also the series does not converge absolutely in L^2(Ω) so that the symmetric choice of approximation matters. We will make use of some cancellation in Lemma 3.3. Let us point out that the iterated integrals X_ε satisfy the consistency relation (A.3), and that for the symmetric part X^+_ε :=^1_2 ( X_ε + X^∗_ε ) we have

X^+_ε (t; x, y) = 1 2 ( X_ε(t, y) − X_ε(t, x) ) ⊗ ( X_ε(t, y) − X_ε(t, x) ) . (3.8)

These relations can easily be checked for any N and then follow by passing to the limit. The regularity results given in Lemma 3.3 will then imply that for every t the pair (X_ε(t, ·), X_ε(t; ·, ·)) is indeed a geometric rough path in x in the sense of definition A.1.

A crucial tool to derive the moment estimates for X_ε will be the equivalence of moments for random variables in a given Wiener chaos, see Lemma B.4. The decomposition (3.6) shows that X_ε is in the second Wiener chaos. Therefore, Nelson’s estimate implies that we can estimate all moments of X_ε in terms of the second moments.

Note that our definition of X_ε coincides with the canonical rough path lift of a Gaussian process discussed in [FV10, Ch. 15] and also used in [Hai11, HW13]. We prefer to work with the Fourier decomposition as it gives a direct way to prove moment bounds and avoids the notion of 2-dimensional variation of the covariance, which seems a bit cumbersome in the present context. (See however [FGGR12] for related calculations involving the two dimensional variation.)

A key step in the construction of solutions to (1.1) in [HW13] was to show that the process Ψ^θ(t, ·) is controlled by X(t, ·) as soon as θ has a certain regularity. Its derivative process is then given by θ(t, ·).

We will prove a similar statement for Ψ^θ_ε and derive bounds that are uniform in ε. For a given θ denote by R^θ_ε the remainder in the rough path decomposition of Ψ^θ_ε with respect to X_ε, i.e. R^θ_ε(t; x, y) = ( Ψ^θ_ε(t, y) − Ψ^θ_ε(t, x) ) − θ(t, x) ( X_ε(t, y) − X_ε(t, x) ) (3.9) and R^θ(t; x, y) = ( Ψ^θ(t, y) − Ψ^θ(t, x) ) − θ(t, x) ( X(t, y) − X(t, x) ) . (3.10)

The bounds on the spatial regularity of R^θ_ε are provided in Lemma 3.6. A key tool to derive these a priori bounds is provided by a higher-dimensional version of the Garsia-Rodemich-Rumsey Lemma that can be found in Lemma B.2.

For the bound on Ψ^θ_ε we will impose a regularity assumption on θ. For any stopping time τ recall the definition of the parabolic α-Hölder norm in (1.15).

Lemma 3.1. Let α ∈ (^1_3 ,^1_2 ). Let α_1, α_2 > 0 and p ≥ 2 satisfy

α_1 < λ_1 4 − 1 p , α_2 < λ_2 2 − 1 p (3.11)

for some λ_1, λ_2 > 0 with λ_1 + λ_2 ≤ 1. Then for any stopping time τ ≤ T E ‖ ‖Ψ^θ_ε ‖ ‖^p_{Cα1τ (Cα2 )} ≲ E ‖θ‖^p_{Cτ} . (3.12) and E ‖ ‖Ψ^θ_ε − Ψ^θ ‖ ‖^p_{Cα1τ (Cα2 )} ≲ ε^{(1−λ}1^{−λ}2^{)αp} E ‖θ‖^p_{Cατ} . (3.13) In our application of this lemma we shall need a small power of T appearing in the right-hand side. This additional factor can be easily obtained by observing that as Ψ^θ_ε(0) = 0 we have for any 0 < κ < α_1 ‖ ‖Ψ^θ_ε ‖ ‖_{Cα1−κτ (Cα2 )} ≤ T^κ ‖ ‖Ψ^θ_ε ‖ ‖_{Cα1τ (Cα2 )}. Furthermore, we prefer to work with the space-time Hölder norms introduced in (1.15), instead of working in spaces of functions that are Hölder in time taking values in a Hölder space. To this end we observe that ‖Ψ^θ_ε‖_Cα/2,α_τ ≤ ‖ Ψ^θ_ε ‖ C^{α/2}_τ (C^0) + ‖ Ψ^θ_ε ‖ C^0_τ (C^α).

In view of these remarks, the following result is an easy consequence of Lemma 3.1.

Corollary 3.2. Let α, α̃ ∈ (^1_3 ,^1_2 ). Suppose that p satisfies p > 6 1 − 2α̃ . Then for λ = 1 − 2α̃ −^6_p and for any stopping time τ ≤ T we have E ‖Ψ^θ_ε ‖^p_{Cα̃/2,α̃τ} ≲ T^{λp/4} E ‖θ‖^p_{C0τ} (3.14) and E‖Ψ^θ_ε − Ψ^θ‖^p_{Cα̃/2,α̃τ} ≲ ε^{λpα} E‖θ‖^p_Cα_τ . (3.15)

Proof of Lemma 3.1. We start by reducing the derivation of (3.12) and (3.13) to the case where τ = T . In fact, for general τ we can define

θ̃(t) := θ(t ∧ τ) and Ψ̃^θ_ε := ∫_t 0 S_ε(t − s) θ̃(s) H_ε dW_s. Observing that Ψ̃^θ_ε = Ψ^θ_ε for t ≤ τ we almost surely have the estimates ‖ ‖Ψ^θ_ε ‖ ‖_{Cα1τ (Cα2 )} ≤ ‖ ‖Ψ̃^θ_ε ‖ ‖_{Cα1T (Cα2 )} and ‖ ‖Ψ^θ_ε −Ψ^θ ‖ ‖_{Cα1τ (Cα2 )} ≤ ‖ ‖Ψ̃^θ_ε −Ψ̃^θ ‖ ‖_{Cα1T (Cα2 )}. On the other hand we also have the almost sure identities

‖θ̃‖_C0_T = ‖θ‖_C0_τ and ‖θ̃‖_C0_T = ‖θ‖_Cα_τ .

Hence the estimates (3.12) and (3.13) for general τ follow as soon as we have established them for τ = T . We will make this assumption for the rest of the proof.

Lemma B.2 applied to F = Ψ^θ_ε will imply the desired bound (3.12) as soon as we have established the following inequalities E | |Ψ^θ_ε(t_1, x) − Ψ^θ_ε(t_2, x) | |^p ≲ E ‖θ‖^p_{C0T} (t_1 − t_2)^p_4 , (3.16a) E | |Ψ^θ_ε(t, x_1) − Ψ^θ_ε(t, x_2) | |^p ≲ E ‖θ‖^p_{C0T} |x_1 − x_2|^p_2 , (3.16b) E | Ψ^θ_ε(t, x) |_p ≲ E ‖θ‖^p_{C0T} . (3.16c) Then Lemma B.2, applied for F = Ψ^θ_ε − Ψ^θ implies (3.13) as soon as we establish in addition that E | |Ψ^θ_ε(t, x) − Ψ^θ(t, x) | |^p ≲ E‖θ‖^p_{CαT} ε^{α′p} (3.16d) for any α^′ < α. We state (3.16a) and (3.16b) only for Ψ^θ_ε noting that Ψ^θ is included as the special case ε = 0.

To see (3.16a) we can write for t_1 ≥ t_2,

Ψ^θ_ε(t_1, x) − Ψ^θ_ε(t_2, x) = ∫_{t2} 0 ∫_π −π H_ε ( ( p^ε_{t1−s}(x − ·) − p^ε_{t2−s}(x − ·) ) θ(s, ·) ) dW (s) + ∫_{t1} t_2 ∫_π −π H_ε ( p^ε_{t1−s}(x − ·) θ(s, ·) ) dW (s). Here we recall the definitions of the heat kernel p^ε_t in (2.9) and the smoothing operator H_ε in Assumption 1.4.

Using the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality [KS91, Theorem 3.28] we get E | Ψ^θ_ε(t_1, x) − Ψ^θ_ε(t_2, x) |_p (3.17) ≲ E ( ∫ t_2 0 ∫_π −π [ H_ε (( p^ε_{t1−s}(x − ·) − p^ε_{t2−s}(x − ·) ) θ(s, ·) ) (y) ]_2 ds dy ) p_2

+ E ( ∫ t_1 t_2 ∫_π −π [ H_ε ( p^ε_{t1−s}(x − ·) θ(s, ·) ) (y) ]_2 ds dy ) p_2 . Observing that due to the boundedness of h (see Assumption 1.4) the convolution with H_ε is uniformly bounded as an operator on L^2 we can bound the first expectation on the right-hand side of (3.17) by a constant times E‖θ‖^p_{C0T} ( ∫_{t2} 0 ∫_π −π ( p^ε_{t1−s}(x − y) − p^ε_{t2−s}(x − y) )_2 ds dy ) p_2 . (3.18)

Using Parseval’s identity the double integral in (3.18) can be bounded by ∑ k∈Z ( e^{−k2f(εk) (t1−t2)} − 1 )_2 ∫ t_2 0 e^{−2k2f(εk) (t2−s)}ds ≲ ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ( k^2f(εk) (t_1 − t_2) ∧ 1

)_2 1 k^2f(εk) ≲ ∑ k∈Z^⋆ (t_1 − t_2) ∧ 1 k^2f(εk) ≲ ∑ |k|≤(t_1−t_2)^{−1/2} (t_1 − t_2) + ∑ |k|>(t_1−t_2)^{−1/2} 1 k^2

≲ (t_1 − t_2)^{12} .

(3.19)

Here in the second inequality we have used that |a|^2 ≤ |a| whenever |a| ≤ 1, and in the third inequality we used the assumption that f is bounded from below (see Assumption 1.1).

The second integral on the right-hand side of (3.17) can be bounded in a similar way by E ( ∫ t_1 t_2 ∫_π −π ( H_ε ( p^ε_{t1−s}(x − ·) θ(s, ·) ) (y) )_2 ds dy ) p_2

≲ E‖θ‖^p_{C0T} ( ∫ t_1 t_2 ∫_π −π p^ε_{t1−s}(x − y)^2 ds dz ) p_2 . To bound the integral we calculate ∫_{t1} t_2 ∫_π −π p^ε_{t1−s}(x − y)^2 ds dy = ∑ k∈Z ∫_{t1} t_2 e^{−2k2f(εk) (t1 −s)} ds

≲ ∑ k∈Z^⋆ k^2f(εk) (t_1 − t_2) ∧ 1 k^2f(εk) + (t_1 − t_2)

≲ (t_1 − t_2)^{12} .

This finishes the proof of (3.16a).

Using the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality and the uniform L^2-boundedness of the convolution with H_ε in the same way as before, the derivation of (3.16b) can be reduced to showing that ∫_t 0 ∫_π −π ( p^ε_{t−s}(x_1 − y) − p^ε_{t−s}(x_2 − y) )_2 dy ds ≲ | x_1 − x_2 | . (3.20)

To prove the latter bound, we estimate ∫_t 0 ∫_π −π ( p^ε_{t−s}(x_1 − z) − p^ε_{t−s}(x_2 − z) )_2 dy ds = ∑ k∈Z^⋆ | e^{ik(x2−x1)} − 1 |_2 ∫^t 0 e^{−k2f(εk)(t−s)} ds

≲ ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ( k|x_1 − x_2| ∧ 1

)_2 1 k^2f(εk) ≲ ∑ k≤|x_1−x_2|^{−1} |x_1 − x_2|^2 + ∑ k>|x_1−x_2|^{−1} 1 k^2 ≲ |x_1 − x_2|. This shows (3.16b).

The bound (3.16c) follows immediataly, by using the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality in the same way as above.

In order to obtain (3.16d) we write

Ψ^θ_ε(t, x)−Ψ^θ(t, x) (3.21) = ∫_t 0 ∫_π −π H_ε (( p^ε_{t−s}(x − ·) − p_{t−s}(x − ·) ) θ(s, ·) ) (y) dW (s, y) + ∫_t 0 ∫_π −π ( Id −H_ε ) ( p_{t−s}(x, ·) θ(s, ·) ) (y) dW (s, y). The first term on the right-hand side of (3.21) can be treated as before. Up to a constant its p-th moment is bounded by E‖θ‖^p_{C0T} ( ∑ k∈Z ∫_t 0 ( e^{−(t−s)k2f(εk)} − e^{−(t−s)k2} )_2 ds ) p_2 . (3.22)

To get a bound on (3.22) we write ∑ k∈Z ∫_t 0 ( e^{−(t−s)k2f(εk)} − e^{−(t−s)k2} )_2 ds

= ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ∫_t 0 e^{−2k2cf s} ( e^{−k2(f(εk)−cf )s} − e^{−k2(1−cf )s} )_2 ds

≤ ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ∫_t 0 e^{−2k2cf s} ( 1 ∧ sk^2|f(εk) − 1| )_2 ds . (3.23)

Recall that the constant c_f is defined in Assumption 1.1. Using Assumption 1.1 on f once more, one can see that for |εk| < δ we have 1 ∧ sk^2|f(εk) − 1| ≲ 1 ∧ |sk^2εk|. Hence, up to a constant the sum in (3.23) can then be bounded by ∑ 0<|k|≤δε^{−1} ∫_t 0 e^{−2k2cf s} s^2 k^4 (ε^2k^2) ds + ∑ δε^{−1}<|k| ∫_t 0 e^{−2k2cf s} ds ≲ ε. Finally, to treat the second term in (3.21) we need to impose a stronger regularity assumption on θ. We have the estimate | θ(s, ·) p_{t−s}(x − ·) | H^{α′} ≲ | θ(s, ·) | C^α | p_{t−s}(x − ·) | H^α (3.24)

which holds for every α^′ < α. In fact, to see (3.24) write ∫_π −π ∫_π −π | θ p_{t−s}(x_1) − θ p_{t−s}(x_2) |_2 |x_1 − x_2|^{2α′+1} dx_1 dx_2 ≲ sup_x |θ(x)|^2 |p_{t−s}|^2_{Hα}′ + |θ|^2_Cα ∫_π −π ∫_π −π |x_1 − x_2|^{2α} p_{t−s}(x_2)^2 |x_1 − x_2|^{2α′ +1} dx_1 dx_2

≲ sup_x |θ(x)|^2 |p_{t−s}|^2_{Hα}′ + |θ|^2_Cα |p_{t−s}|_L2 . Then the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality yields E | | | ∫_t 0 ∫_π −π (( Id −H^ε ) p_{t−s}(x − ·) θ(s, ·) ) (y) dW (s, y) | | | p (3.25) ≲ E ( sup s∈[0,T ] | θ(s, ·) | C^α )_p( ∫ t 0 |p_{t−s}|^2_Hα | Id −H^ε |_2 H^{α′} →L^2 ds ) p_2 . Now for any α ∈ (0, 1) |p_t(x − ·)|^2_Hα ≂ ∑ k∈Z ( 1 + |k|^{2α} ) e^{−2tk2} ≲ t^{− 12 −α}. On the other hand | Id −H^ε | H^{α′} →L^2 ≂ sup k∈Z 1 − h(ε|k|) 1 + |k|^{α′} ≤ ε^{α′} sup_{r∈R} 1 − h(|r|) ε^{α′} + |r|^{α′} ≲ ε^{α′} , due to Assumption 1.4 on h. By assumption α <^1_2 . Hence the right-hand side of (3.25) is integrable and we arrive at (3.16d). This finishes the proof. □

As a next step we give bounds on the approximation of the Gaussian rough path (X, X).

Lemma 3.3. For any α ∈ (^1_3 ,^1_2 ], any ε ≥ 0 and any t, the pair ( X_ε(t, ·), X_ε(t; ·) ) is a geometric α-rough path in the sense of Definition A.1.

Furthermore, let p ∈ [1, ∞) and let α_1, α_2 > 0 satisfy

α_1 < λ_1 4 , α_2 < λ_2 2 (3.26)

for some λ_1, λ_2 > 0 with λ_1 + λ_2 ≤ 1. Then we have for any ε ≥ 0 E ‖ X_ε ‖_p C^{α1}_T (C^α2 ) ≲ 1, (3.27) E ‖ ‖X_ε − X ‖ ‖^p_{Cα1T (Cα2 )} ≲ ε^1_2^{(1−λ}1^{−λ}2^{)p}, (3.28) and E ‖ X_ε ‖_p C^{α1}_T (B^{2α}2 ) ≲ 1, (3.29) E ‖ X_ε − X ‖_p C^{α1}_T (B^{2α}2 ) ≲ ε 1 2 (1−λ_1 −λ_2)p . (3.30)

We will need uniform in time estimates on X_ε and we will not make use of the Hölder in time regularity provided by Lemma 3.3. Therefore, we will actually use the following version of Lemma 3.3.

Corollary 3.4. Let α ∈ (^1_3 ,^1_2 ). Suppose that λ < 1 − 2α. Then for any p ≥ 1 and T > 0 we have E ‖X_ε ‖^p_{Cα/2,αT} ≲ T^{λp4} , (3.31) E ‖X_ε − X‖^p_{Cα/2,αT} ≲ ε^{λp2} . (3.32) Similarly, we get E ‖ X_ε ‖_p B^{2α}_T ≲ T λp 4 , (3.33)

E ‖ ‖X_ε − X ‖ ‖^p_{B2αT} ≲ ε^{λp}_2 . (3.34)

Proof of Lemma 3.3. By the monotonicity of L^p-norms, we may assume without loss of generality that (3.26) is replaced by (3.11). The bounds (3.27) and (3.28) on X_ε can be proved as in Lemma 3.1 for the special case of θ = 1. The only difference is that some integrals over [0, t] have to be replaced by integrals over (−∞, t] and the zero Fourier mode has to be removed, but this does not change the bounds. The consistency relation (A.3) and the symmetry condition were already observed above (see (3.8) and above). Thus it only remains to show (3.29) and (3.30).

To apply Lemma B.2 to the X_ε we need to prove the following bounds: For every γ < 1 we have E | X_ε(t; x, y) − X_ε(s; x, y) |_p ≲ |t − s|^{γp4} , (3.35) E | |X_ε(t; x, y) | |^p ≲ |x − y|^{γp}, (3.36) E | |δX_ε(t) | |^p_{[x,y]} ≲ |x − y|^{γp}, (3.37) E | X_ε(t; x, y) − X(t; x, y) |_p ≲ ε^{γp2} . (3.38)

The bound (3.37) follows directly from the consistency relation (A.3) as for all x ≤ y E | δX_ε(t) |_p [x,y] = E ( sup x≤z_1<z_2<z_3≤y | δX_ε(t; z_1, z_2) ⊗ δX_ε(t, z_2, z_3) |)p

≲ |x − y|^γ E | |X_ε(t) | |^{2p}_{γ2} .

(3.39)

Lemma 3.1 implies that the expectation on the right-hand side of (3.39) is finite, which shows (3.37).

Due to the equivalence of all moments in the second Wiener chaos (see Lemma B.4) it is sufficient to prove the bounds in the special case p = 2. To derive (3.36) we write

X_ε(t; x, y) = ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ ξ^k_ε (t) ⊗ ξ^l_ε(t) e^{i(k+l)x} q^k_ε q^l_ε I_{k,l}(y − x) .

Recall the definitions (3.2) for the q^ε_k, (3.3) for the ξ^k_ε (t), and (3.7) for the I_{k,l}. This sum is actually a slight abuse of notation because the sum may not converge absolutely in L^2(Ω). Hence as above in (3.6) it should be interpreted as the limit as N → ∞ of the symmetric approximations where the sum goes over all k, l with absolute value bounded by N.

Then we can write E | |X_ε(t; x, y) | |^2 = ∑ k,l,k̄,l̄∈Z^⋆ E [ tr(ξ^k_ε (t) ⊗ ξ^l_ε(t))(ξ^{−l̄}_ε (t) ⊗ ξ^{−k̄}_ε (t)) ] q^k_ε q^l_ε q^{k̄}_ε q^{l̄}_ε × I_{k,l}(y − x)I_−¯_{k,−}¯_l(y − x) . For the first term in the sum we get E [ tr (ξ^k_ε (t) ⊗ ξ^l_ε(t))(ξ^{−l̄}_ε (t) ⊗ ξ^{−k̄}_ε (t)) ] = n^2 δ_{k,}¯_k δ_{l,}¯_l + n δ_{k,}¯_l δ_{l,}¯_k + n δ_{k,−l} δ¯_{k,−}¯_l , and hence we can conclude that E | |X_ε(t; x, y) | |^2 = n^2 ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ ( q^k_ε )_2 ( q^l_ε )_2 I_{k,l}(y − x)I_{−k,−l}(y − x) + n ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ ( q^k_ε )_2 ( q^l_ε )_2 I_{k,l}(y − x)I_{−l,−k}(y − x) + n ( ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ( q^k_ε )_2 I_{k,−k}(y − x) )_2 . (3.40)

We treat the off-diagonal terms first. If k ≠ −l the expression (3.7) shows that we have the bound |I_{k,l}(y)| ≤ |kl||y|^2 ∧ (| | k − l k + l | | + 1 ) ≲ (| | k − l k + l | | + 1 )_{1−γ̃} |kl|^{γ̃} |y|^{2γ̃} for every γ̃ ∈ [0, 1]. We plug that into the right hand side of (3.40) and we get for the terms involving only k ≠ −l

n^2 | | ∑ k≠−l∈Z^⋆ ( q^k_ε )_2 ( q^l_ε )_2 I_{k,l}(y − x)I_{−k,−l}(y − x) | |

+ n | | ∑ k≠−l∈Z^⋆ ( q^k_ε )_2 ( q^l_ε )_2 I_{k,l}(y − x)I_{−l,−k}(y − x) | |

≲ |y|^{4γ̃} ∑ k≠−l∈Z^⋆ |kl|^{2γ̃} l^2k^2 (| | k − l k + l | | + 1 )_{2−2γ̃} . The sums appearing in the last line are finite if γ̃ <^1_2 . In order to treat the diagonal terms for which k = −l we recall that in this case I_{k,−k}(y) = iky − ( e^{iky} − 1 ) . (3.41)

Then the diagonal terms in the first two lines of (3.40) can be treated directly with the brutal bound |I_{k,−k}(y)| ≲ |ky| which yields

n^2 | | ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ( q^k_ε )_4 I_{k,−k}(y − x)I_{−k,k}(y − x) | | + n | | ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ( q^k_ε )_4 I_{k,−k}(y − x)^2 | | ≲ ∑ k∈Z^⋆ 1 k^2 |y − x|^2 ≲ |y − x|^2. In order to treat the last sum we need to make use of a cancellation. In fact, we can write for any N ∑ 0<|k|≤N ( q^k_ε )_2 I_{k,−k}(y − x) (3.42) = ∑ 0<|k|≤N ( q^k_ε )_2 ik(y − x) + ∑ 0<|k|≤N ( q^k_ε )_2 [ e^{ik(y−x)} − 1 ] . Now the summands in the first sum are antisymmetric with respect to changing the sign of k. Hence this sum vanishes identically for any N and also in the limit. For the second term we use the easy bound | e^{ik(y−x)} − 1 | ≲ |k(y − x)|^{γ̃} for any γ̃ ≤ 1 to obtain ( ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ( q^k_ε )_2 ( e^{ik(y−x)} − 1 ))2 ≲ |y − x|^{2γ̃} ( ∑ k∈Z^⋆ |k|^{γ̃−2} )_2 .

The sum converges for any γ̃ < 1. This establishes (3.36).

To derive the bound (3.35) on the time regularity of X_ε we write for t > 0

X_ε(t; x, y) − X_ε(0; x, y) (3.43) = ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ [ ξ^k_ε (t) ⊗ ξ^l_ε(t) − ξ^k_ε (0) ⊗ ξ^l_ε(0) ] q^k_ε q^l_ε e^{i(k+l)x}I_{k,l}(y − x). We rewrite the term involving the Gaussian random variables as

ξ^k_ε (t)⊗ ξ^l_ε(t) − ξ^k_ε (0) ⊗ ξ^l_ε(0) = ξ^k_ε (t) ⊗ δ_{0,t}ξ^l_ε + δ_{0,t}ξ^k_ε ⊗ ξ^l_ε(0), (3.44)

where δ_{0,t}ξ^l_ε := ξ^l_ε(t) − ξ^l_ε(0). Then using (3.3) we get for the first term on the

right hand side

E tr ( ξ^k_ε (t) ⊗ δ_{0,t}ξ^l_ε )( δ_{0,t}ξ^{−l̄}_ε ⊗ ξ^{−k̄}_ε (t) ) = n^2δ_{k,}¯_kδ_{l,}¯_l ( 2 − 2K^t_l ) + nδ_{k,}¯_lδ_{l,}¯_k ( 1 − K^t_k ) ( 1 − K^t_l ) + nδ_{k,−l}δ¯_{k,−}¯_l ( 1 − K^t_k ) ( 1 − K^t_{k̄} ) . (3.45)

Then we observe that for any k we have | |1 − K^t_k | | ≲1 ∧ f(εk)k^2(t). (3.46)

Plugging this into (3.45) yields | | E tr(ξ^k_ε (t) ⊗ δ_{0,t}ξ^l_ε)(δ_{0,t}ξ^{−l̄}_ε ⊗ ξ^{−k̄}_ε (t)) | | (3.47) ≲ ( δ_{k,}¯_kδ_{l,}¯_l + δ_{k,}¯_lδ_{l,}¯_k )( 1 ∧ f(εl)l^2t ) + δ_{k,−l}δ¯_{k,−}¯_l ( 1 − K^t_k ) ( 1 − K^t_{k̄} ) . Performing the same calculation for the second term on the right hand side of

(3.44) we obtain. | | E tr (δ_{0,t}ξ^k_ε ⊗ ξ^l_ε(0))(ξ^{−l̄}_ε (0) ⊗ δ_{0,t}ξ^{−k̄}_ε (t)) | | (3.48) ≲ ( δ_{k,}¯_kδ_{l,}¯_l + δ_{k,}¯_lδ_{l,}¯_k )( 1 ∧ f(εk)k^2(t − s) ) + δ_{k,−l}δ¯_{k,−}¯_l ( 1 − K^t_k ) ( 1 − K^t_{k̄} ) . We treat the off-diagonal terms for which k ≠ −l first. In this case, as above,

we use the simple bound |I_{k,l}| ≲ | |(k −l)(k +l)^{−1} | |+1. Summing over those terms

we obtain ∑ k≠−l∈Z^⋆ k̄≠−l̄∈Z⋆ E tr ( ξ^k_ε (t) ⊗ ξ^l_ε(t) − ξ^k_ε (0) ⊗ ξ^l_ε(0) )( ξ^{−l̄}_ε (t) ⊗ ξ^{−k̄}_ε (t) − ξ^{−l̄}_ε (0) ⊗ ξ^{−k̄}_ε (0) )

× q^k_ε q^l_εq^{k̄}_ε q^{l̄}_ε e^{i(k+l)x}e^{i(k̄+l̄)x}I_{k,l}(y − x)I¯_{k,}¯_l(y − x) ≲ ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ 1 k^2 1 l^2 ( 1 ∧ l^2t )(| | k − l k + l | | + 1

)_2 ≲ |t|^{12} . For the diagonal terms k = −l we make use of the same cancellation as in (3.42).

More precisely, using (3.41) we write ∑ k,k̄∈Z^⋆ E tr ( ξ^k_ε (t) ⊗ ξ^{−k}_ε (t) − ξ^k_ε (0) ⊗ ξ^{−k}_ε (0) )( ξ^{k̄}_ε (t) ⊗ ξ^{−k̄}_ε (t) − ξ^{k̄}_ε (0) ⊗ ξ^{−k̄}_ε (0) )

× ( q^k_ε )_2 ( q^{k̄}_ε )_2 I_{k,−k}(y − x)I¯_{k,−}¯_k(y − x) ≲ ∑ k,∈Z^⋆ 1 k^4 ( 1 ∧ k^2t ) |ky| + ( ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ( 1 − K^t_k ) q^2_kI_{k,−k} )_2

. (3.49)

Here the first term on the right hand side corresponds to the first terms on the right hand side of (3.47) and of (3.48). Here we have again made use of the estimate I_{k,−k} ≲ |ky|. To treat the remaining two terms on the right hand side of (3.49) we observe in the same way as above in (3.42) that the terms corresponding to iky in (3.41) cancel. Then bounding the other term by 1 it is easy to see that the whole expression on the right hand side of (3.49) is bounded by |t|^12 up to a constant. This establishes (3.35).

In order to derive the bound on the ε-differences we write for any t, x, y

X_ε(t; x, y) − X(t; x, y) (3.50) = ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ [ q^k_ε ξ^k_ε (t) ⊗ ( q^l_εξ^l_ε(t) − q^l_0ξ^l_0(t) )

+ ( q^k_ε ξ^k_ε (t) − q^k_0 ξ^k_0 (t) ) ⊗ q^l_0ξ^l_0(t) ] e^{i(k+l)x} I_{k,l}(y − x). Here we have put the subscript 0 to emphasise the limit case ε = 0. We set for any ε, ε̄ ≥ 0 R^k_{ε,ε̄} := E ( q^k_ε ξ^k_{ε̄} (t)q^{−k}_ε ξ^{−k}_{ε̄} (t) ) = h(εk)h(ε̄k) k^2 ( f(εk) + f(ε̄k) ), where we have made use of the definitions (3.6) of q^k_ε and ξ^k_ε . In particular, using the assumptions 1.1 and 1.4 on f and h we get for any k and any ε, ε̄ ≥ 0 that | R^k_{ε,ε} | ≲ |k|^{−2}, | R^k_{ε,ε} − R^k_{ε,ε̄} | ≲ |k|^{−2} ( |ε − ε̄||k| ∧ 1 ) , | |R^k_{ε,ε} + R^k_{ε̄,ε̄} − 2R^k_{ε,ε̄} | | ≲ |k|^{−2}(|ε − ε̄||k| ∧ 1). Then a calculations which is very similar to the proof for the time regularity shows that one gets E | X_ε(t; x, y) − X(t; x, y) |_2 ≲ ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ 1 k^2 1 l^2 ( 1 ∧ |lε| )(| | k − l k + l | | + 1)^2 + ∑ k∈Z^⋆ 1 k^4 ε|k||ky| + ( ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ( R^k_{ε,ε} − R^k_{ε,0} ) I_{k,−k} )_2 + ( ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ( R^k_{ε,0} − R^k_{0,0} ) I_{k,−k} )_2 ≲ ε. This finishes the proof for (3.38). □

In the proof of Corollary 3.7 we will need another bound on X_ε. For the usual heat semigroup S(t), a bound on the Hölder norm |X|_Cα is enough to conclude that the map t → S(t)X is^α_2 -Hölder continuous taking values in C^0. Unfortunately, as discussed for example in Lemma 6.7, the same statement is not true for the approximate heat semigroup S_ε. We thus define a norm that ensures this property. For X ∈ C^0 we set |X|_Dα,ε := sup 0≤r_1<r_2≤1

|r_2 − r_1|^{− α2} |S_ε(r_2)X − S_ε(r_1)X|_C0 ∈ [0, +∞]. (3.51)

Note that r_1 = 0 is allowed inside the supremum. For any k ∈ Z_ε = {k ∈ Z^⋆ : f(εk) < ∞}, we then have |e^{ikx}|_Dα,ε ≂ |k|^αf(εk)^{α2} .

We also denote by D^{α,ε} the closure of the vector space generated by {e^{ikx}}_{k∈Zε} under this norm. Note that this space is finite dimensional (with dimension depending on ε) if f is equal to ∞ outside a compact domain.

We now establish bounds for X_ε measured with respect to | · |_Dα,ε .

Lemma 3.5. For any ε ≥ 0 and for any α <^1_2 the process (X_ε(t))_{0≤t≤T} is continuous with values in D^{α,ε}, and for any p < ∞ we have that E ( sup 0≤t≤T |X_ε(t)|^p_Dα,ε ) ≲ 1 ,

uniformly over ε ∈ (0, 1].

Proof. We fix 0 ≤ s_1 < s_2 ≤ T and an 0 < r_1 < r_2 ≤ 1. Then, using Hölder’s inequality we get for any 0 < λ < 1 and any p > 0 that E | | ( S_ε(r_1) − S_ε(r_2) )( X_ε(s_2) − X_ε(s_1) )| |^p_{C0} ≲ [ max t∈{s_1,s_2} E | |(S_ε(r_1) − S_ε(r_2))X_ε(t) | |^p_{C0} ]_λ

× [ max r^′∈{r_1,r_2} E | |S_ε(r_′)(X_ε(s_2) − X_ε(s_1)) | |^p C^0 ]_{1−λ} . The second factor can be bounded easily using the regularity of X_ε (see (3.27)) and the fact that |S_ε(r)|_Cκ_{→C}0 ≲ 1 for any κ > 0 by Lemma 6.4. In this way we obtain for any κ > 0 that max r^′∈{r_1,r_2} E | |S_ε(r_′)(X_ε(s_2) − X_ε(s_1)) | |^p C^0 ≲ |s_2 − s_1|^{p4 −κ}. To treat the first term, for any x ∈ [−π, π] a straightforward calculation yields E | |(S_ε(r_1) − S_ε(r_2))X_ε(t)(x) | |^2 ≲ ∑ k∈Z_ε ∫_t −∞ ( e^{−k2f(εk)(t+r1 −s)} − e^{−k2f(εk)(t+r2 −s)} )_2 ds ≲ ∑ k∈Z_ε ( 1 ∧ f(εk)k^2|r_1 − r_2|

)_2 1 k^2f(εk) ≲ |r_1 − r_2|^{12} ,

uniformly over ε ∈ (0, 1]. Then an easy argument yields E | δ ( (S_ε(r_1) − S_ε(r_2))X_ε(t) ) (x_1, x_2) |_2 ≲ |r_1 − r_2|^{12} ∧ |x_1 − x_2|,

where δX(x_1, x_2) = X(x_2) − X(x_1). Hence, Kolmogorov’s criterion (see e.g. Lemma B.3 applied to the Banach space R) together with the equivalence of Gaussian moments (Lemma B.4) yields that for any κ > 0 we have E |( S_ε(r_1) − S_ε(r_2) ) X_ε(t) |_p C^0 ≲ |r1 − r2| p 4 −κ. Hence, by choosing an appropriate λ (close to 1) and small values of κ we obtain for any α < α^′ <^1_2 and for a small κ^′ > 0 that E | |(S_ε(r_1) − S_ε(r_2))(X_ε(s_2) − X_ε(s_1)) | |^p C^0

≲ |r_1 − r_2|^{p α′2} |s_2 − s_1|^{pκ′} ,

so that applying Kolmogorov’s Criterion once more (in r) yields that E | X_ε(s_2) − X_ε(s_1) |_p D^{α,ε} ≲ |s2 − s1| κ^′ .

Then using the fact that X_ε(0) = 0 and applying Kolmogorov’s criterion B.3 once more we obtain the desired bound. □

Finally, we give the necessary bounds on the remainder term R^θ_ε. The derivation of the uniform bounds requires more work than in the cases of Ψ^θ_ε or (X_ε, X_ε). As in [HW13] the regularity of Ψ^θ_ε follows from the space-time regularity of θ. Actually, formally one obtains

R^θ_ε(t; x_1, x_2) = ∫_t 0 ∫_π −π ( p^ε_{t−s}(x_2 − z) − p^ε_{t−s}(x_1 − z) )( θ(s, z) − θ(t, x_1) ) dW (s, z) + δ_{x1,x2} S_ε(t)X_ε(0) (3.52)

and a formal application of the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality suggests that the space-time regularity of θ can be used to deduce higher spatial regularity for R^θ_ε. Unfortunately, this reasoning is not correct because the process (θ(s, z) − θ(t, x_1)) is not adapted to the filtration generated by W since θ(t, x_1) lies “in the future”. In particular, the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality cannot be applied directly. This problem is overcome in Lemma 3.6 with a bootstrap argument.

The lack of time regularity of the process u near zero also causes a slight inconvenience. Recall that in the application we have in mind we have θ = θ(u_ε). We have seen in Subsections 2.2 and 2.3 that in general the process u_ε need not be time continuous near 0. We only have the necessary “almost^1_4 ” Hölder regularity for times t ≥ ε^2. Hence we will only obtain the^α_2 -regularity for times t ≥ ε with a blowup for t ↓ ε^2.

Recall the definition of the parabolic Hölder norms ‖ · ‖_Cα/2,α_{[s,t]} and ‖ · ‖_Cα/2,α_t in

(1.14) and (1.15). Then for any K > 0 and for a 0 < α_⋆ <^1_2 we introduce the stopping time ϱ^{X,α⋆}_{ε,K} = inf { t ≥ 0: ‖X‖_Cα_⋆/2,α_{⋆t} ≥ K or ‖X_ε − X‖_Cα_⋆/2,α_{⋆t} ≥ 1 } . (3.53)

Observe (recalling the definitions (2.20a) and (2.22a)) that ϱ^{X,α⋆}_{ε,K} ≥ σ^X_K ∧ ϱ^X_ε almost surely.

We start by showing that R^θ_ε has the required spatial regularity, uniformly in ε.

Lemma 3.6. Suppose that α, α_⋆ ∈ (0,^1_2 ). Let τ be a stopping time that almost surely satisfies 0 ≤ τ ≤ ϱ^{X,α⋆}_{ε,K} ∧ T. (3.54) For every 0 ≤ t ≤ T we set θ̃(t) := θ(t ∧ τ), Ψ̃^θ_ε(t) := ∫_{t∧τ} 0 S_ε(t − r) θ̃(r) H_εdW (r), X̃_ε(t) := 1_{{τ >0}} ∫_{t∧τ} −∞ S_ε(t − r) ΠH_εdW (r), R̃^θ_ε(t; x, y) := δΨ̃^θ_ε(t; x, y) − θ̃(t, x) δX̃_ε(t; x, y).

(3.55)

Then for any p large enough, and for any γ < α_⋆ + α − 1 p − √ 1 2p (1 + α − α_⋆) , (3.56) the following bound holds true: sup ε^2<t≤T (t − ε^2)^{αp/2} E |~ R^θ_ε(t)|^p_Bγ ≲ E ‖θ‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2 ,τ ] + E ‖θ‖^p_{C0τ} . (3.57)

Proof. If τ = 0 the processes Ψ̃^θ_ε(t), X̃_ε(t), and R̃^θ_ε(t; x, y) are zero for all t ≥ 0. Else, for times 0 ≤ t ≤ τ the processes θ̃, Ψ̃^θ_ε, X̃_ε, and R̃^θ_ε coincide with θ, Ψ^θ_ε, X_ε, and R^θ_ε. For t > τ the processes Ψ̃^θ_ε and X̃_ε satisfy the identities Ψ̃^θ_ε(t) = S_ε(t − τ)Ψ^θ_ε(τ) and X̃_ε(t) = S_ε(t − τ)X_ε(τ). Recalling the regularity properties of the approximated heat semigroup in Corollary 6.6, we obtain for any κ > 0, sup 0≤s≤T |Ψ̃^θ_ε(s)|_Cα⋆−κ ≲ ‖Ψ^θ_ε‖_Cα⋆_τ and sup_{0≤s≤T} |X̃_ε(s)|_Cα⋆−κ ≲ ‖X_ε‖_Cα⋆_τ . (3.58) We will fix such a small κ for the rest of the proof.

In particular, recalling the condition (3.54) on the stopping time τ we have the almost sure estimate sup 0≤s≤T |X̃_ε(s)|_Cα⋆−κ ≲ (K + 1) ≲ 1 . (3.59)

After these preliminary considerations we are now ready to start the derivation of the estimate (3.57). We first observe that the definition of R̃^θ_ε as well as the regularity results for Ψ^θ_ε (Lemma 3.1) together with (3.58) immediately imply that for any p satisfying p > 6 1 − 2α_⋆ , we have E ( sup 0≤s≤T | |R̃^θ_ε(s) | |_{Bα⋆−κ} )_p ≲ E ‖ ‖Ψ^θ_ε ‖ ‖^p_{Cα⋆τ} + E ( ‖θ‖_C0_τ ‖ ‖X_ε ‖ ‖_{Cα⋆τ} )_p

≲ E ‖ ‖θ‖^p_{C0τ} , (3.60)

where in the second line we have made use of the deterministic a priori bound (3.59).

The idea is to use this (very weak) a priori information on the regularity of R̃^θ_ε as the starting point for a bootstrap argument. For any ε^2 < s < t ≤ T and for x_1, x_2 ∈ [−π, π] we define the following three quantities

R_1(s, t; x_1, x_2) := (~ θ(t, x_1) − θ̃(s, x_1) ) δX̃_ε(t; x_1, x_2),

R_2(s, t; x_1, x_2) := δ [ ∫_{t∧τ} s∧τ S_ε(t − r) θ̃(r) H_ε dW (r) ] (x_1, x_2) − θ̃(s, x_1) δ [ ∫_{t∧τ} s∧τ S_ε(t − r) H_ε dW (r) ] (x_1, x_2),

R_3(s, t; x_1, x_2) := δ [ ∫_{s∧τ} 0 S_ε(t − r) θ̃(r) H_ε dW (r) ] (x_1, x_2) − θ̃(s, x_1)δ [ ∫_{s∧τ} −∞ S_ε(t − r) H_ε dW (r) ] (x_1, x_2).

Note that for all s, t, x_1, x_2 we have the identity

R̃^θ_ε(t; x_1, x_2) = −R_1(s, t; x_1, x_2) + R_2(s, t; x_1, x_2) + R_3(s, t; x_1, x_2).

We will now bound the R_i individually.

A bound on R_1 can be established easily. We get almost surely | R_1(s, t; x_1, x_2) | ≲ ‖θ‖_Cα/2,α_{[s,τ ]} |x_1 − x_2|^{α⋆−κ}|t − s|^{α2} , (3.61) where we have again made use of the deterministic bound (3.59) on ‖ ‖X̃‖_{Cα⋆−κT} . To bound R_2, we rewrite it as

R_2(s, t; x_1, x_2) = ∫_{t∧τ} s∧τ ∫_π −π ( p^ε_{t−r}(x_2 − y) − p^ε_{t−r}(x_1 − y) ) (~ θ(r, y) − θ̃(s, x_1) ) H_ε dW (r, y). This time the integrand is adapted, so we can apply the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality. Combining this with the fact that H_ε is a contraction on L^2implies for p > 1 E |R_2(s, t; x_1, x_2)|^p ≲ E ( ∫ t∧τ s∧τ ∫_π −π ( p^ε_{t−r}(x_1 − y) − p^ε_{t−r}(x_2 − y) )_2(~ θ(r, y) − θ̃(s, x_1) )_2 dy dr ) p_2

≲ E‖θ‖^p_{Cα/2,α[s,τ ]} ( ∫_t s ∫_π −π ( p^ε_{t−r}(x_1 − y) − p^ε_{t−r}(x_2 − y) )_2

× ( |s − r|^α + |y − x_1|^{2α} ) dy dr ) p_2

≲ E‖θ‖^p_{Cα/2,α[s,τ ]} |x_1 − x_2|^{p2} |t − s|^{αp2} .

(3.62)

Here we used the trivial bound |s − r| ≤ |t − s| for r ∈ [s, t] and the bound (3.20) for the term involving |s − r|. The calculations for the term involving |y − x_1| can be found in Lemma 6.1 below.

For the third term we write

R_3(s, t; x_1, x_2) = ∫_π −π ( p^ε_{t−s}(x_2 − z) − p^ε_{t−s}(x_1 − z) )~ Ψ^θ_ε(s, z) dz (3.63) − θ̃(s, x_1) ∫_π −π ( p^ε_{t−s}(x_2 − z) − p^ε_{t−s}(x_1 − z) )~ X_ε(s, z) dz. We rewrite the first integral as ∫_π −π ( p^ε_{t−s}(x_2 − z) − p^ε_{t−s}(x_1 − z) )~ Ψ^θ_ε(s, z) dz = ∫_π −π ( ∫ x_2 x_1 (p^ε_{t−s})^′(λ − z) dλ ) Ψ̃^θ_ε(s, z) dz = ∫_π −π ∫_{x2} x_1 (p^ε_{t−s})^′(λ − z) ( Ψ̃^θ_ε(s, z) − Ψ̃^θ_ε(s, x_1) ) dλ dz . (3.64)

Here in the last line we have made use of the identity ∫_π −π (p^ε_{t−s})^′(λ − z) Ψ̃^θ_ε(s, x_1) dz = 0 ,

which holds for every λ due to the periodicity of p^ε_t .

We can rewrite the second integral in (3.63) in the same way. Hence, inserting this back into (3.63) we obtain

R_3(s, t; x_1, x_2) = − ∫_π −π ∫_{x2} x_1 (p^ε_{t−s})^′(λ − z) R̃^θ_ε(s; x_1, z) dλ dz . In particular, we can conclude that as soon as | |R̃θ_ε(s) | |_{Bγ} is finite for some 0 < γ < 1, we have | R_3(s, t; x_1, x_2) | ≤ |~ R^θ_ε(s) | B^γ ∫_π −π ∫_{x2} x_1 | (p^ε_{t−s})^′(λ−z) | |x_1 −z|^γ dλ dz . (3.65) For the integral in the last line of (3.65) we get ∫_π −π ∫_{x2} x_1 | (p^ε_{t−s})^′(λ − z) | |x_1 − z|^γ dλ dz ≲ ∫_π −π ∫_{x2} x_1 | (p^ε_{t−s})^′(λ − z) | ( |x_1 − λ|^γ + |λ − z|^γ ) dλ dz ≲ |x_1 − x_2|^{1+γ} ∫_π −π | (p^ε_{t−s})^′(z) | dz + |x_1 − x_2| ∫_π −π | (p^ε_{t−s})^′(z) | |z|^γ dz. (3.66)

Plugging the bounds obtained in Lemma 6.1 into the right-hand side of (3.66), we obtain | R_3(s, t; x_1, x_2) | ≤ |~ R^θ_ε(s) | B^γ ( |x_1 − x_2|^{1+γ} (t − s)^{− 12} | log(t − s) | + |x_1 − x_2|(t − s)^{−1+γ2} ) . Now for fixed x_1, x_2 and t and s > 0 we can summarise the above calculations as follows. We have ( E | |R̃^θ_ε(t; x_1, x_2) | |^p ) 1_p ≲ ( E | |R1(s, t; x1, x2) | |^p ) 1_p + ( E | |R_2(s, t; x_1, x_2) | |^p ) 1_p

+ ( E | R_3(s, t; x_1, x_2) |_p)^1_p

≲ ( E ‖ θ ‖_p C^{α/2,α} [s,τ ] ) 1_p |x_1 − x_2|^{α⋆−κ} |t − s|^{α2} + ( E |~ R^θ_ε(s) |_p B^γ ) 1_p

× ( |x_1 − x_2|^{1+γ} (t − s)^{− 12} | log(t − s) | + |x_1 − x_2|(t − s)^{−1+γ2} ) .

(3.67)

Recall that the bound (3.60) implies that all moments of the norm |R̃^θ_ε(s)|_Bγ are finite if we choose γ = α_⋆ − κ. Now we shall use this weak a priori knowledge on the regularity of R̃^θ_ε as a starting point for a bootstrap argument based on the estimate (3.67). Let us briefly outline the argument before going into details.

We fix a time t and x_1, x_2 and choose the time difference |t − s| = Δ as |x_1 − x_2|^ν , where ν = ν(γ, α, α_⋆) is chosen such that the first and the last term on the right hand side of (3.67) scale in the same way. Plugging this into (3.67) yields an improved bound for R̃^θ_ε, which can in turn be used as the right hand side of (3.67), etc.

There are two obstacles that have to be overcome. On the one hand, (3.67) is only a good estimate if we have control over the space-time regularity of θ on [s, t]. As this is only the case for s > ε^2 we treat the case where Δ is too large in a brutal way causing a blowup like (t − ε^2)^{−α/2}. On the other hand, (3.67) yields an estimate on expectations of R̃^θ_ε(t, x_1, x_2) for fixed values of t, x_1 and x_2. But in order to plug that back into the right hand side of (3.67) we need to turn this into an estimate on the expectation of a spatial supremum. We move the supremum under the expectation by an application of Gubinelli’s version of the Garsia-Rodemich- Rumsey lemma, Lemma B.1.

We begin the iteration by setting γ_0 := α_⋆ − κ as in (3.60). Then, for fixed t, x_1 and x_2 we set

ν_0 = 2

1 − γ_0 1 − γ_0 + α and Δ_0 = |x_1 − x_2|^{ν0} .

If t − ε^2 > 2Δ_0, we are ‘far enough’ from time ε^2 and we apply (3.67) for s = t − Δ_0. This yields ( E | |R̃^θ_ε(t; x_1, x_2) | |^p ) 1_p ≲ ( E ‖ ‖θ ‖ ‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,τ ] ) 1_p |x_1 − x_2|^{γ̃1} + ( E | |R̃^θ_ε(s) | |^p_{Bγ0} ) 1_p

× ( |x_1 − x_2|^{1+γ0} Δ^{− 12}_0 | | log Δ_0 | | + |x_1 − x_2|(Δ_0)^{−1+γ0}_2 )

≲ [( E ‖ ‖θ ‖ ‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,τ ] ) 1_p + ( E | |R̃^θ_ε(s) | |^p_{Bγ0} ) 1_p ]

|x_1 − x_2|^{γ̃1} ≲ ( E ‖ ‖θ ‖ ‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,τ ] ) 1_p |x_1 − x_2|^{γ̃1} ,

(3.68)

where

γ̃_1 := γ_0(1 − γ_0) + α 1 − γ_0 + α . In the second inequality we have used the identity 1 −^{ν0}_2 (1 − γ_0) = γ̃_1, as well as the inequality 1 −^{ν0}_2 + γ_0 > γ̃_1, which holds since ν_0 < 2. The latter inequality implies that

|x_1 − x_2|^{1+γ0} Δ^{− 12}_0 | log Δ_0 | ≲ |x_1 − x_2|(Δ_0)^{−1+γ02} .

In the last line of (3.68) we have used the a priori information (3.60) on the regularity of R̃^θ_ε.

Otherwise, if t − ε^2 ≤ 2Δ_0 = 2|x_1 − x_2|^{ν0} we use the a priori knowledge (3.60) to obtain ( E |~ R^θ_ε(t; x_1, x_2) |_p)^1_p ≲ ( E ‖θ‖^p_{C0τ} ) 1_p |x_1 − x_2|^{α⋆−κ} ≲ ( E ‖θ‖^p_{C0τ} ) 1_p |x_1 − x_2|^{γ̃1} (t − ε^2)^{−α/2} .

(3.69)

As mentioned above, in order to plug the estimate (3.68) back into (3.67) we still have to replace the bound on the supremum over expectations by a bound on the expectation of the supremum. Therefore, in order to apply Lemma B.1 we still need extra information on the behaviour of the spatial δ operator (defined in Appendix B) applied to R̃^θ_ε. Note that

δR̃^θ_ε (t; z_1, z_2, z_3) := R̃^θ_ε(t; z_1, z_3) − R̃^θ_ε(t; z_1, z_2) − R̃^θ_ε(t; z_2, z_3)

= δθ̃(t; z_1, z_2) δX̃_ε(t; z_2, z_3) .

Recalling the deterministic a priori bound (3.59) on the regularity of X̃_ε (and the definition of | · |_{[x1,x2]} in Appendix B), this identity implies that ( E sup_{x1 ,x2} | | |δ R̃θ_ε (t)|_{[x1,x2]} |x_1 − x_2|^{α+γ0} | |^p ) 1_p ≲ ( E ‖ ‖θ ‖ ‖^p_{Cα/2,ατ} ) 1_p . (3.70)

Recall that, as mentioned above, γ̃_1 < α + γ_0. Hence, combining (3.68) with (3.69) and (3.70), we finally obtain from Lemma B.1 that sup ε^2≤t≤T (t − ε^2)^{α/2} ( E ‖~ R^θ_ε(t) ‖_p B^{γ1}_τ ) 1_p ≲ ( E ‖ θ ‖_p C^{α/2,α} [ε2,τ ] + E ‖ θ ‖_p C^0_τ ) 1_p , (3.71)

where γ_1 := γ̃_1 −^1_p − κ. Note that this definition of γ_1 guarantees the finiteness of the integral in Lemma B.1.

Let us observe that our calculations have led to improved regularity bounds. Indeed, we will apply (3.71) in the cases where κ is very small, α_⋆ very close to 1 2 , p very large, and α either close to^1_2 or close to^1_3 . In both cases the a priori information (3.60) yields a regularity exponent γ_0 = α_⋆ − κ, which is very close to 1 2 . On the other hand, the regularity exponent γ_1 in the new bound (3.71) is close to^7_{10} if α ≈^1_3 , and close to^3_4 if α ≈^1_2 .

Now we iterate this argument. For n ≥ 1 we define ν_n, Δ_n and γ_n recursively as ν_n := 2

1 − γ_0 1 − γ_n + α

, Δ_n := |x_1 − x_2|^{ν2} , where

γ_{n+1} := γ̃_{n+1} − 1 p − κ , and

γ̃_{n+1} := γ_0(1 − γ_n) + α

1 − γ_n + α . It is readily checked that for all n,

γ_0 + 1 2 αν_n = γ̃_{n+1} = 1 − ν_n 2 (1 − γ_n) , 1 − ν_n 2 + γ_n > γ̃_{n+1} ,

(3.72)

the latter being equivalent to the inequality γ_n < α + γ_0, which can be checked by induction.

We now claim that, for every n ≥ 0, one has the bound sup ε^2<t≤T (t − ε^2)^{α/2} ( E | |R̃^θ_ε(t) | |^p_{Bγnτ} ) 1_p ≲ ( E ‖ ‖θ ‖ ‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,τ ] + E ‖ ‖θ ‖ ‖^p_{C0τ} ) 1_p . (3.73)

The case n = 0 has just been proved above, so it remains to obtain the remaining bounds by induction. We now assume that (3.73) holds and we aim to show that this implies the same bound with n replaced by n + 1.

As above, we fix t, x_1, x_2 in each step. Taking (3.72) and (3.73) into account and applying (3.67) if t − ε^2 > 2Δ_n, we obtain ( E |~ R^θ_ε(t; x_1, x_2) |_p) 1_p ≲ ≲ [( E ‖ ‖θ ‖ ‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,τ ] ) 1_p + ( E | |R̃^θ_ε(t − Δ_n) | |^p_{Bγn} ) 1_p ] |x_1 − x_2|^{γ̃n+1} ≲ ( 1 + (t − Δ_n − ε^2)^{−α/2} )( E ‖ ‖θ ‖ ‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,τ ] + E ‖ ‖θ ‖ ‖^p_{C0τ} ) 1_p |x_1 − x_2|^{γ̃n+1} ≲ (t − ε^2)^{−α/2} ( E ‖ ‖θ ‖ ‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,τ ] + E ‖ ‖θ ‖ ‖^p_{C0τ} ) 1_p |x_1 − x_2|^{γ̃n+1} .

(3.74)

On the other hand we get in the same way as in (3.69) that if t − ε^2 ≤ 2Δ_n we have ( E |~ R^θ_ε(t; x_1, x_2) |_p) 1_p ≲ E‖θ‖^p_{C0τ} |x_1 − x_2|^{γ̃n+1} (t − ε^2)^{−α/2} . (3.75)

The bound (3.70) on the spatial δ operator is strong enough to be applicable in every step. Applying Lemma B.1 we obtain indeed that (3.73) holds with n replaced by n + 1, as required, so that it holds for every n.

Now on the one hand, we have that γ_{n+1} > γ_n as long as γ_n ≠ [γ_−, γ_+] where

γ_± := 1 2 ( 1 + α + γ_0 − 1 p − κ )

± 1 2 √ (1 − γ_0 − α)^2 + ( 1 p + κ )_2 + 2 ( 1 p + κ ) (1 + α − γ_0).

On the other hand, the mapping γ → γ_0(1 − γ) + α 1 − γ + α − κ − 1 p is monotonically increasing (as can be checked easily by calculating its derivative). As γ_− is a fixed point of this map and for κ small enough and p large enough we have γ_0 ≤ γ_−, this implies that γ_n ≤ γ_− for all n. Hence we can conclude that γ_n converges to γ_− as n goes to infinity.

Now we use the elementary estimate √ a^2 + b^2 + c^2 < |a|+|b|+|c| for a, b, c ≠ 0 to get

γ_− > α + γ_0 − 1 p − κ − √ 1 2 (1 p + κ ) (1 + α − γ_0).

Therefore, for a given γ satisfying (3.56), the desired bound (3.57) follows from (3.73) if we choose κ small enough and p large enough. □

With Lemma 3.6 in hand, we will now derive bounds on the space-time regularity as well as the dependence on ε. To this end we introduce yet another stopping time. We write (recalling the definition of the norm |X|_Dα,ε in (3.51)).

ϱ^X_∞ = inf { t ≥ 0: ‖X_ε − X‖_C0_t ≥ ε^{α⋆} or |X_ε(t)|_Dα⋆,ε ≥ K } . (3.76)

Then we get the following statement.

Corollary 3.7. Suppose that^1_3 < α < α_⋆ <^1_2 and let α̃ <^{α+α⋆}_2 . Let τ be a stopping time that almost surely satisfies τ ≤ ϱ^{X,α⋆}_{ε,K} ∧ ϱ^X_∞ ∧ T, (3.77) where ϱ^{X,α⋆}_{ε,K} is defined as above in (3.53). Then for any λ <^{α⋆−α̃}_2 and for p large enough we get E (‖ ‖R^θ_ε ‖ ‖_{B2α̃} [ε2,τ ],α̃/2 )_p ≲ T^{λp} ( E ‖θ‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2 ,τ ] + E ‖θ‖^p_{C0τ} ) . (3.78)

Furthermore, for any λ̄ < α α + α^⋆ − 2α̃ α + α_⋆ and for p large enough, we have E (‖ ‖R^θ_ε − R^θ‖_{B2 ~α} [ε2,τ ],α̃/2 )_p ≲ ε^{λ̄p} ( E ‖θ‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2 ,τ ] + E ‖θ‖^p_Cα_τ ) . (3.79)

Proof of Corollary 3.7. We define the processes θ̃, Ψ̃^θ_ε, X̃_ε and R̃^θ_ε, as above in (3.55). Furthermore, we denote by R̃^θ and Ψ̃^θ the analogous quantities for ε = 0. We will actually establish the slightly stronger statements E (‖ ‖R̃^θ_ε‖_{B2α̃} [ε2,T ],α̃/2 )_p ≲ T^{λp} ( E ‖θ̃‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,T ] + E ‖θ̃‖^p_{C0T} ) . (3.80) and E (‖ ‖R̃^θ_ε − R̃^θ ‖ ‖_{B2 ~α} [ε2,T ],α̃/2 )_p ≲ ε^{λ̄p} ( E ‖θ̃‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,T ] + E ‖θ̃‖^p_Cα_T ) . (3.81)

To this end, we will apply the key bound (3.57) from Lemma 3.6 to this situation. More precisely, we will use that sup ε^2<s≤T (s − ε^2)^{αLp/2} E ‖~ R^θ_ε(s)‖^p_Bγ_L ≲ E ‖θ̃‖^p_{CαL/2,αL} [ε2 ,T ] + E ‖θ̃‖^p_{C0T} (3.82)

for different values of p, γ_L, and α_L which will be specified below.

In order to improve the estimate (3.82) to the desired estimate (3.80) we have to move the temporal supremum under the expectation. We get for any ε^2 < s < t that E (| |(t − ε^2)^{α̃/2} |R̃^θ_ε(t)|_B2α̃ − (s − ε^2)^{α̃/2}|R̃^θ_ε(s)|_B2α̃ | |^p) ≲ (t − s)^{α̃p/2} E | |R̃^θ_ε(t) | |^p_{B2α̃} + (s − ε^2)^{α̃p/2} E (| ||R̃^θ_ε(t)|_{B2α̃} − |R̃^θ_ε(s)|_{B2α̃} |^p ) . (3.83)

To bound the first term on the right hand side of (3.83), we fix 0 < λ_1 ≤^{α̃}_2 and write (t − s)^{α̃p/2} E |~ R^θ_ε(t) |_p B^{2α̃} ≲ (t − s) λ_1p (t − ε2)(^{α̃}_2 −λ_1)p E |R̃θ ε(t) |_p B^{2α̃} .

Then we apply (3.82) with

γ_L := 2α̃,

α_L := 2α̃ − α_⋆ + 1 p + √ 1 2p (1 + α − α_⋆) + κ, for some small value of κ. We make the assumption that p is large enough and κ small enough to ensure that α_L < α and α_L < α̃ − 2λ_1. The condition α_L < α can always be realised due to the assumption α_⋆ + α > 2α̃. In order to also ensure the second condition α_L < α̃ − 2λ_1 one has to choose λ_1 sufficiently small. In this way we obtain (t − s)^{α̃p/2} E |~ R^θ_ε(t) |_p B^{2α̃} ≲ (t − s) λ_1p(t − ε2)(^1_2 (α̃−α_L)−λ_1)p (3.84) × ( E ‖θ̃‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2 ,T ] + E ‖θ̃‖^p_{C0T} ) . (3.85)

For the second term on the right hand side of (3.83) we fix λ_2 > 0. Then we get using Hölder’s inequality once

(s − ε^2)^{α̃p/2} E (| ||R̃^θ_ε(t)|_{B2α̃} − |R̃^θ_ε(s)|_{B2α̃} | |^p )

≲ [ (s − ε^2)^{(α̃+λ2)p2} E ( |R̃^θ_ε(t)|^p_{B2α̃+2λ2} + |R̃^θ_ε(s)|^p_{B2α̃+2λ2} )]^{α̃}_{α̃+λ2}

× [ E (| ||R̃^θ_ε(t)|_B0 − |R̃^θ_ε(s)|_B0 | |^p ) ]^λ2_{α̃+λ2}

. (3.86)

Now we apply (3.82) with

γ_L := 2(α̃ + λ_2),

α_L := 2(α̃ + λ_2) − α_⋆ + 1 p + √ 1 2p (1 + α − α_⋆) + κ,

for some small value of κ > 0. In order to ensure that α_L < α we choose p very large and κ very small. Then due to the assumption that α + α_⋆ > 2α̃ it is possible to choose λ_2 small enough to ensure that α_L < α. The condition on the blowup in this situation is λ̃ :=^{α̃−αL+λ2}_2 > 0 which is satisfied as soon as

0 < α_⋆ − α̃ − λ_2 − 1 p − √ 1 2p (1 + α − α_⋆) − κ. This can be achieved by choosing p even larger and κ even smaller.

In this way, we can estimate the first factor on the right-hand side of (3.86) by

(s − ε^2)^{(α̃+λ2)p2} E ( |R̃^θ_ε(t)|^p_{B2α̃+2λ2} + |R̃^θ_ε(s)|^p_{B2α̃+2λ2} )

≲ (s − ε^2)^{λ̃p} ( E ‖θ̃‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,T ] + E ‖θ̃‖^p_{C0T} ) . (3.87)

In order to get a bound on the last factor on the right-hand side of (3.86) we write using the definition (3.9) of R̃^θ_ε sup_{x,y} |R̃^θ_ε(t; x, y) − R̃^θ_ε(s; x, y)| ≲ sup_{x,y} (| |Ψ̃^θ_ε(t, x) − Ψ̃^θ_ε(s, x) | | + | |θ̃(t, x) − θ̃(s, x) | | | |X̃_ε(t, y) | | + |~ θ(s, x) ||~ X_ε(t, y) − X̃_ε(s, y) |) . We take the p-th moments of this inequality. Then we use the bound (3.12) on the regularity of Ψ̃^θ_ε (note here that Ψ̃^θ_ε satisfies the assumption of Lemma 3.1 with θ(t) replaced by the adapted process θ(t)1_{{t<τ }}). For p large enough we can choose the temporal regularity α_1 in this bound to be^{α⋆}_2 . For the process X_ε we make use of the condition (3.77) on the stopping time τ to get a deterministic bound: | |X̃_ε(t, y) − X̃_ε(s, y) | |

≲ |t − s|^{α⋆}2 ‖X̃_ε‖_Cα_⋆/2,α_{⋆τ} if t ≤ τ |τ − s|^{α⋆}2 ‖X̃_ε‖_Cα_⋆/2,α_{⋆τ} + |t − τ|^{α⋆}2 ‖X̃_ε(τ)‖_Dα⋆,ε if s ≤ τ < t ≤ τ + 1 |t − s|^{α⋆}2 ‖X̃_ε(τ)‖_Dα⋆,ε if τ < s < t ≤ τ + 1 ≲ K|t − s|^{α⋆2} . In the two remaining cases s ≤ τ < τ + 1 ≤ t and τ + 1 ≤ s we get the same bound easily. Note that this is the only point in the whole article where we actually make use of the norm D^{α⋆,ε}.

We obtain for p large enough E (| ||R̃^θ_ε(t)|_B0 − |R̃^θ_ε(s)|_B0 | |^p ) ≲ |t − s|^{α⋆p2} E ‖θ̃‖^p_{C0τ} + |t − s|^{αp2} E ‖θ̃‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,τ ] . (3.88)

Then summarising (3.86) – (3.88) we obtain

(s − ε^2)^{α̃p/2} E (| ||R̃^θ_ε(t)|_{B2α̃} − |R̃^θ_ε(s)|_{B2α̃} |^p )

≲ |t − s|^{λ2αp2(λ}2^{+α̃)} (s − ε^2) λ̃α̃ α̃+λ2 ( E ‖θ̃‖^p_{C0τ} + E ‖θ̃‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,τ ] ) . (3.89)

Taking λ_2 and κ sufficiently small and p sufficiently large, the exponent^{λ̃α̃}_{α̃+λ2} can be arbitrarily close to^{α⋆−α̃}_2 . Combining (3.84) and (3.89) and applying again Lemma B.1 yields the desired bound (3.78).

To get the bound (3.79) we use an interpolation argument. In fact, in the same way as above we can write sup_{x,y,t}|R̃^θ_ε(t; x, y) − R̃^θ(t; x, y)| ≲ sup_{x,t} |~ Ψ^θ_ε(t, x) − Ψ̃^θ(t, x) | + sup_{x,y,t} |~ θ(t, x) ||~ X_ε(t, y) − X̃(t, y) | . Hence the regularity results from Lemma 3.1 on Ψ^θ_ε as well as the condition (3.77) on τ imply that for any small κ > 0 and for any p large enough we have E ‖ ‖R̃^θ_ε − R̃^θ ‖ ‖^p_{B0T} ≲ ε^{α−κ} E ‖ ‖θ̃ ‖ ‖^p_{CαT} . On the other hand we can apply (3.78) for close to maximal spatial regularity to obtain E (‖ ‖R̃^θ_ε‖_{Bα+α⋆−κ} [ε2,T ],α̃/2 )_p ≲ E ‖θ̃‖^p_{Cα/2,α} [ε2,T ] + E ‖θ̃‖^p_{C0T} . Then finally, we can conclude by using the deterministic bound ‖ ‖R̃^θ_ε − R̃^θ ‖ ‖_{B2α̃t} ≲ ( ‖R̃^θ_ε ‖ ‖ B 2α̃ λ t + ‖ ‖R̃^θ ‖ ‖ B 2α̃ λ t )_λ ‖ ‖R̃^θ_ε − R̃^θ ‖ ‖^{1−λ}_{B0t} for λ =^{2α̃}_{α+α⋆−κ} . We obtain the desired bound (3.79) by choosing κ small enough. □

4. THE REACTION TERM In this section we derive bounds for the convergence of the reaction term.

4.1. The Gaussian process and stochastic fluctuations. As before, we consider the solution to the approximate stochastic heat equation X_ε(t, x) = ∑ k∈Z^∗ q^k_ε ξ^k_ε (t) e^{ikx} , (4.1)

together with its area process X_ε(t; x, y), where we use the notation from Section 3. We recall in particular that E [ ξ^k_ε (s) ⊗ ξ^l_ε(t) ] = δ_{k,−l}K^{|t−s|}_k Id , where K^t_k = e^{−f(εk)k2t} for k ∈ Z^∗. Recall also that Λ = 1 2π ∫ R_+ ∫ R (1 − cos(zt))h^2(t) t^2f(t) μ(dz) dt . The goal of this section is to prove the following result, which yields a sharp bound, uniform in time, on the difference D_εX_ε(t, ·) − Λ Id measured in the spatial negative Sobolev norm |u|_H−η for η <^1_2 .

Proposition 4.1. Let 1 ≤ p < ∞ and 0 < η <^1_2 . Then for all T > 0 and for all κ > 0 sufficiently small, we have E [ sup t∈[0,T ] | |DεXε(t, ·) − Λ Id | |^p_{H−η} ] 1_p ≲ ε^{η−κ} . (4.2) Proof. For fixed z ∈ R and for ε > 0 we introduce the quantity

Λ_{z,ε} = 1 ε ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ( q^k_ε )_2 ( 1 − cos(zεk) ) = 1 4π ∑ k∈Z^⋆ ε h(εk)^2 f(εk) 1 − cos(zεk) |εk|^2 . (4.3)

We also set Λ_{z,0} = 1 2π ∫ R^+

(1 − cos(zt))h^2(t) t^2f(t) dt, and for ε > 0 we define the integrated version

Λ_ε = ∫ R Λ_{z,ε} μ(dz) . It follows from Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3 below that E [ sup t∈[0,T ] | |DεXε(t, ·) − Λε Id | |^p_{H−η} ] 1_p

≲ ∫ R E [ sup t∈[0,T ] | | 1 ε X_ε(t; ·, · + εz) − Λ_{z,ε} Id | |^p H^{−η} ] 1_p |μ|(dz) ≲ ε^{η−κ} ∫ R |z|^{1+η−κ}|μ|(dz) ≲ ε^{η−κ} .

Furthermore, we claim that for any t ∈ [0, T ] and κ > 0, |Λ_{z,ε} − Λ_{z,0}| ≲ ε|z|^2 . (4.4) Integrating this inequality with respect to z and using the fact that the second moment of |μ| is finite, the result follows.

It thus remains to prove the claim (4.4). As in [HM12, Proposition 4.6] we use the fact that for any function g : R → R of bounded variation, | | ∑ k∈Z^⋆ εg(εk) − ∫ R g(t) dt | | ≤ ε(|g|_{BV} + |g(0)|) .

Using this fact together with the assumptions on h and f, we obtain |Λ_{z,ε} − Λ_{z,0}| ≲ ε | | |s → h^2(s) f(s) 1 − cos(sz) s^2 | | |_{BV} + ε|z|^2 ≲ ε | | h^2 f | |_{L∞} | |s → 1 − cos(sz) s^2 | | |_{BV}+ ε | | h^2 f | |_{BV} | |s → 1 − cos(sz) s^2 | | |_{L∞}+ ε|z|^2 ≲ ε|z|^2 . (4.5)

which proves the claim. □

For a matrix A, it will be convenient to work with the decomposition A = A^+ + A^−, where

[A^±]_{ij} := 1 2 ( A_{ij} ± A_{ji} ) . The following two lemmas are the main ingredients in the proof of (4.2).

Lemma 4.2. Let 1 ≤ p < ∞ and 0 < η <^1_2 . Then for all T > 0, for all κ > 0 small enough and z ∈ R we have E [ sup t∈[0,T ] | | 1 ε X^−_ε (t; ·, · + εz) | |^p_{H−η} ] 1_p ≲ ε^{η−κ}|z|^{1+η−κ} . (4.6) Proof. We will show that for any 0 < η <^1_2 and for 0 ≤ κ <^1_2 we have for all 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T , E | | 1 ε ( X^−_ε (t; ·, · + εz) − X^−_ε (s; ·, · + εz) )| |^2_{H−η} ≲ ε^{2(η−κ)}|z|^{2(1+η−κ)}|t − s|^κ , (4.7) E | | | 1 ε ( X^−_ε (t; ·, · + εz) )| |^2_{H−η} ≲ ε^{2(η−κ)}|z|^{2(1+η−κ)} . (4.8) The result then follows from Lemma B.3. As above in Lemma 3.3, we use the fact that X^−_ε (t, ·) belongs to the H^{−η}-valued second order Wiener chaos to see that (B.16) is satisfied (see Lemma B.4).

Recall that

X_ε(t; x, x + εz) = ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ q^k_ε q^l_ε I_{kl}(εz) ( ξ_k(t) ⊗ ξ_l(t) ) e^{i(k+l)x} , where for k ≠ −l we have I_{kl}(εz) := ∫_{εz} 0 (e^{ikw} − 1) ile^{ilw} dw = l k + l ( e^{i(k+l)εz} − 1 ) − ( e^{ilεz} − 1 ) .

As above this sum has to be interpreted as the limit as N → ∞ of the sums over 0 < |k|, |l| ≤ N. As a consequence, we have the identity

X^−_ε (t; x, x + εz) = ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ q^k_ε q^l_ε J^−_{kl} (εz) ( ξ_k(t) ⊗ ξ_l(t) ) e^{i(k+l)x} , where for |k| ≠ |l|, J^−_{kl} (εz) := 1 2 (I_{kl}(εz) − I_{lk}(εz)) = 1 2 (l − k) ( e^{i(k+l)εz} − 1 k + l − e^{ilεz} − e^{iεkz} l − k ) . For |k| = |l| this expression must be read as the appropriate limit. Writing ζ^{i,j}_{k,l}(s, t) :=

ξ^i_k(t)ξ^j_l (t) − ξ^i_k(s)ξ^j_l (s) for brevity, we obtain E | | 1 ε ( X^−_ε (t; ·, · + εz) − X^−_ε (s; ·, · + εz) )| |^2_{H−η} = ∑ k,l,k̄,l̄∈Z^⋆ k+l=k̄+l̄ ( 1 + (k + l)^2 )_{−η} q^k_ε q^l_εq^{k̄}_ε q^{l̄}_ε 1 ε J^−_{k,l}(εz) 1 ε J^−_{−k̄,−l̄}(εz)

× E [ ∑ i≠j ζ^{i,j}_{k,l}(s, t)ζ^{i,j}_{−k̄,−l̄}(s, t) ] . Note that the diagonal entries of ζ^{i,j}_{k,l}(s, t) vanish so that in the last line we only have to sum over indices i ≠ j. For such indices i ≠ j, we use the fact that E [ ξ^i_k(s) ξ^j_l (s) ξ^i_{−k̄}(t) ξ^j_{−l̄}(t) ] = E [ ξ^i_k(s)ξ^i_{−k̄}(t) ] E [ ξ^j_l (s)ξ^j_{−l̄}(t) ] = δ_{k,}¯_k δ_{l,}¯_l K^{t−s}_k K^{t−s}_l ,

to obtain, for any κ ∈ [0, 1] and for all indices satisfying k + l = k̄ + l̄, E [ ζ^{i,j}_{k,l}(s, t) ζ^{i,j}_{−k̄,−l̄}(s, t) ] = 2δ_{k,}¯_k ( 1 − K^{t−s}_k K^{t−s}_l ) ≲ δ_{k,}¯_k ( 1 − e^{−(f(εk)k2+f(εl)l2)|t−s|} ) ≲ δ_{k,}¯_k ( f(εk)^κ|k|^{2κ} + f(εl)^κ|l|^{2κ} ) |t − s|^κ . (4.9) Furthermore, a simple calculation yields that | | | 1 ε J^−_{kl} (εz) | | |^2 = (k − l)^2z^2 [ S((k + l)εz) − S((k − l)εz) ]_2 , where S(x) = sin(x/2)/x. Using the Assumption 1.4 that h is bounded, we obtain for k, l ≠ 0 that, q^k_ε q^l_ε ≲ 1 √ f(εk)f(εl)|kl| ≲ 1 √ f(εk)f(εl) | |(k + l)2 − (k − l)2 | | . Moreover, since by Assumption 1.1 f ≥ c_f , it follows that for all 0 ≤ κ <^1_2 , E | | | 1 ε ( X^−_ε (t; ·, · + εz) − X^−_ε (s; ·, · + εz) )| |^2_{H−η} ≲ ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ ( 1 + (k + l)^2 )_{−η} (q^k_ε q^l_ε)^2 | |1 ε J^−_{kl} (εz) | |^2

× ( f(εk)^κ|k|^{2κ} + f(εl)^κ|l|^{2κ} ) |t − s|^κ ≲ |t − s|^κ|z|^2 ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ ( 1 + (k + l)^2 )_{−η} |k − l|^2 | | | S((k + l)εz) − S((k − l)εz) (k + l)^2 − (k − l)^2 | | | 2

× ( |k|^{2κ} + |l|^{2κ} )

≲ |t − s|^κ|z|^2 ∑ |k|≠|l|∈Z ( 1 + k^2 )_{−η} l^2 | | | S(kεz) − S(lεz) k^2 − l^2 | | | 2( |k|^{2κ} + |l|^{2κ} ) , where in the last line we used the change of variables (k + l, k − l) ⇝ (k, l). We infer that E | | 1 ε ( X^−_ε (t; ·, · + εz) − X^−_ε (s; ·, · + εz) )| |^2_{H−η} (4.10) ≲ |t − s|^κε^{2η−2κ}|z|^{2+2η−2κ} ∫ R^2 ( x y^η S(x) − S(y) x^2 − y^2

)_2 (x^2 + y^2)^κ dx dy .

It is an elementary exercise to show that |S(x) − S(y)| |x^2 − y^2| ≲ 1 ∧ 1 x^2 + y^2 . Hence, taking into account that η <^1_2 it follows that the integral on the right hand side of (4.10) converges. This establishes the desired estimate (4.8).

Furthermore, to prove (4.8) we observe that for i ≠ j, E [ ξ^i_k(t) ξ^j_l (t) ξ^i_{−k̄}(t) ξ^j_{−l̄}(t) ] = E [ ξ^i_k(t)ξ^i_{−k̄}(t) ] E [ ξ^j_l (t)ξ^j_{−l̄}(t) ] = δ_{k,}¯_k δ_{l,}¯_l .

Using this identity we obtain E | | 1 ε ( X^−_ε (t; ·, · + εz) | |^2 H^{−η} = ∑ k,l,k̄,l̄∈Z^⋆ k+l=k̄+l̄ ( 1 + (k + l)^2 )_{−η} q^k_ε q^l_εq^{k̄}_ε q^{l̄}_ε 1 ε J^−_{k,l}(εz) 1 ε J^−_{−k̄,−l̄}(εz)

× E [ ∑ i≠j ξ^i_k(t) ξ^j_l (t) ξ^i_{−k̄}(t) ξ^j_{−l̄}(t) ]

≲ ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ ( 1 + (k + l)^2 )_{−η} (q^k_ε q^l_ε)^2 | | | 1 ε J^−_{kl} (εz) | | |^2 .

The desired estimate (4.8) follows from this expression, by repeating the argument for (4.7) with κ = 0. □

The following result gives the corresponding estimate for the symmetric part X^+_ε . Recall that Λ_{z,ε} has been defined in (4.3).

Lemma 4.3. Let 1 ≤ p < ∞ and 0 < η <^1_2 . For any T > 0, for κ > 0 small enough, and for any z ∈ R we have E [ sup t∈[0,T ] | | 1 ε X^+_ε (t; ·, · + εz) − Λ_{z,ε} Id | |^p_{H−η} ] 1_p ≲ ε^{η−κ}|z|^{1+η−κ} . (4.11)

Proof. In view of Lemma B.3, it suffices to show that E | | 1 ε X^+_ε (t; x, x + εz) − 1 ε X^+_ε (s; x, x + εz) | |^2 H^{−η} ≲ |t − s|^κε^{2η−2κ}|z|^{2+2η−2κ} , (4.12) E | | 1 ε X^+_ε (t; x, x + εz) − Λ_{z,ε} Id | |^2_{H−η} ≲ ε^{2η} |z|^{2+2η} . (4.13)

As in the proof of Lemma 4.2, we write

X^+_ε (t; x, x + εz) = ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ q^k_ε q^l_ε J^+_{kl} (εz) ( ξ_k(t) ⊗ ξ_l(t) ) e^{i(k+l)x} , where

J^+_{kl} (εz) := 1 2 ( I_{kl}(εz) + I_{lk}(εz) ) = 1 2 ( 1 − e^{ikεz} )( 1 − e^{ilεz} ) , and I_{kl}(εz) is as in the proof of Lemma 4.2. As above we write ζ̃_{k,l}(s, t) =ξ_k(t) ⊗ ξ_l(t) − ξ_k(s) ⊗ ξ_l(s) for brevity. Then we obtain E | | 1 ε X^+_ε (t; x, x + εz) − 1 ε X^+_ε (s; x, x + εz) | |^2_{H−η} = ∑ k,l,k̄,l̄∈Z^⋆ k+l=k̄+l̄ ( 1 + (k + l)^2 )_{−η} q^k_ε q^l_εq^{k̄}_ε q^{l̄}_ε 1 ε J^+_{kl} (εz) 1 ε J^+_{−k̄,−l̄}(εz)

× E tr (~ ζ_{k,l}(s, t) ζ̃_−¯_{l,−}¯_k(s, t) ) . A case by case argument yields

E tr (~ ζ_{k,l}(s, t)ζ̃_−¯_{l,−}¯_k(s, t) ) = 2 ( n^2δ_{k,}¯_lδ¯_{k,l} + nδ_{k,}¯_kδ_{l,}¯_l )( 1 − K^{t−s}_k K^{t−s}_l ) , and using the definition of K we infer as above in (4.9) that | |1 − K^{t−s}_k K^{t−s}_l | | ≲ ( f(εk)|k|^{2κ} + f(εl)|l|^{2κ} ) |t − s|^κ for κ ∈ [0, 1]. Using the estimate |q_k| ≲^1√_{f(εk)|k|} for k ≠ 0, together with the

identity

|J^+_{kl} (zε)|^2 = 2 ( 1 − cos(zεk) ) ( 1 − cos(zεl) ) , we obtain E | | 1 ε X^+_ε (t; x, x + εz) − 1 ε X^+_ε (s; x, x + εz) | |^2 H^{−η} ≲ ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ ( 1 + (k + l)^2 )_{−η} (q^k_ε q^l_ε)^2 1 ε^2 |J^+_{k,l}|^2 ( 1 − K^{t−s}_k K^{t−s}_l )

≲ ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ ( 1 + (k + l)^2 )_{−η} 1 − cos(kεz) f(εk)εk^2 1 − cos(lεz) f(εl)εl^2 × ( f(εk)^κ|k|^{2κ} + f(εl)^κ|l|^{2κ} ) |t − s|^κ ≲ ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ 1 |k|^η |l|^η 1 − cos(kεz) k^2ε 1 − cos(lεz) l^2ε ( |k|^{2κ} + |l|^{2κ} ) |t − s|^κ

≲ |t − s|^κε^{2η−2κ}|z|^{2+2η−2κ} , which proves (4.12).

In order to prove (4.13), we note that for all x ∈ [−π, π] and t ≥ 0 1 ε E X^+_ε (t; x, x + εz) = 1 ε ∑ k∈Z^⋆ |q^k_ε |^2 J^+_{k,−k}(εz) Id = Λ_{z,ε} Id .

Moreover, we write ^ζ_{k,l}(t) = (ξ_k(t) ⊗ ξ_l(t)) − δ_{k,−l} Id for brevity. Then we obtain E | | 1 ε X^+_ε (t; x, x + εz) − Λ_{z,ε} Id | |^2_{H−η} = ∑ k,l,k̄,l̄∈Z^⋆ k+l=k̄+l̄ ( 1 + (k + l)^2 )_{−η} q^k_ε q^l_εq^{k̄}_ε q^{l̄}_ε 1 ε J^+_{kl} (εz) 1 ε J^+_{−k̄,−l̄}(εz)

× E tr (^ ζ_{k,l}(t) ^ζ_−¯_{l,−}¯_k(t) ) . A case by case argument yields E tr (^ ζ_{k,l}(t)^ζ_−¯_{l,−}¯_k(t) ) = n^2δ_{k,}¯_lδ¯_{k,l} + nδ_{k,}¯_kδ_{l,}¯_l .

Arguing as above we obtain E | | 1 ε X^+_ε (t; x, x + εz) − Λ_{z,ε} Id | |^2_{H−η} ≲ ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ ( 1 + (k + l)^2 )_{−η} (q^k_ε q^l_ε)^2 1 ε^2 |J^+_{k,l}|^2

≲ ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ ( 1 + (k + l)^2 )_{−η} 1 − cos(kεz) f(εk)εk^2 1 − cos(lεz) f(εl)εl^2 ≲ ∑ k,l∈Z^⋆ 1 |k|^η |l|^η 1 − cos(kεz) k^2ε 1 − cos(lεz) l^2ε

≲ ε^{2η} |z|^{2+2η} , which proves (4.13). □ 4.2. Bounds for the reaction term. We will now derive the estimates for the reaction terms Φ^{F (ū)}, Φ^{F (uε)}_ε , Υ^ū, and Υ^{uε}_ε defined in Section 2.

To this end let ε ∈ (0, 1). We fix Hölder exponents 0 < α <^1_2 and let 0 < η <^1_2 . Furthermore, we fix R^{n×n} -valued functions φ ∈ C^α_T and φ_ε = φ + D_ε with D_ε ∈ C^0([0, T ]; H^{−η} ). (See (1.16) and (1.19) above for the definition of the Hölder norms with blowup). We shall use the notation ‖u‖_H−η_t to denote the temporal supremum of the negative spatial Sobolev norm, i.e., ‖u‖_H−η_t := sup_{s∈[0,t]} |u(s)|_H−η . In our application we will have φ(t) = Λ Id , D_ε(t) = D_εX_ε(t, ·) − Λ Id .

Of course, φ is constant in space and not merely C^α, but we will not make use of this.

Furthermore, we fix R^n -valued functions u, u_ε and R^{n×n} -valued functions v, v_ε in L^∞([0, T ]; C^α). In our application, u and u_ε will be as in the previous sections, and v = u^′, v_ε = u^′_ε.

Then we set

Φ(t) = ∫_t 0 S(t − s) F (u(s)) ds , Υ(t) = ∫_t 0 S(t − s)F(u(s), v(s)) ds , where F^i(u, v) = ∂_kG^i_j (u)v^k_l φ^{l,m} v^j_m . Similarly, for ε > 0 we define

Φ_ε(t) = ∫_t 0 S_ε(t − s)F (u_ε(s)) ds , Υ_ε(t) = ∫_t 0 S_ε(t − s)F_ε(u_ε(s), v_ε(s)) ds , where F^i_ε(u, v) = ∂_kG^i_j (u) v^k_l φ^{l,m}_ε v^j_m . Throughout the remainder of this section we assume that the norms ‖φ‖_Cα_T , ‖u‖_Cα_T , ‖v‖_Cα_T , ‖u_ε‖_Cα_T , ‖v_ε‖_Cα_T , are bounded by a constant K > 0, which does not depend on ε. This constant will often be suppressed below.

We shall first prove a bound on the difference between Φ and Φ_ε.

Proposition 4.4. Let 0 ≤ α ≤ γ ≤ 1. Then, for any t ∈ [0, T ] we have | Φ(t) − Φ_ε(t) | C^γ ≲ t 1−^1_2 (γ−α)‖u − u ε‖_Cα_t + ε , ‖ ‖Φ − Φ_ε ‖ ‖_{C γ2 ([0,t],C0)} ≲ t^{1− γ}_2 ‖u − u_ε‖_{Cαt} + ε^{1− γ}_2 ,

with implied constant depending on K and T .

Remark 4.5. In the statements of Proposition 4.4 and Proposition 4.6 we do not include the positive powers of t after the terms involving powers of ε. We simply bound these by powers of T , which will be absorbed into the implied constants, because we do not need them.

Proof. Using Corollary 6.6 we obtain for any κ > 0 small enough, | |Φ(t) − Φ_ε(t) | |_{Cγ} ≤ | | ∫_t 0 S(t − s)(F (u) − F (u_ε))(s) ds | | C^γ + | | ∫_t 0 (S − S_ε)(t − s)F (u_ε)(s) ds | | C^γ ≲ t^{1− 12 (γ−α)}‖F (u) − F (u_ε)‖_Cα_t + ε t^{1− 12 (γ−α+1+κ)}‖F (u_ε)‖_Cα_t ≲ t^{1− 12 (γ−α)}‖u − u_ε‖_Cα_t + ε t^{1− 12 (γ−α+1+κ)} ,

which proves the first bound.

To prove the second inequality, we write ( Φ − Φ_ε ) (t) − ( Φ − Φ_ε ) (s) = ∫_s 0 ( (S − S_ε)(t − r) − (S − S_ε)(s − r) ) F (u_ε(r)) dr + ∫_t s (S − S_ε)(t − r)F (u_ε(r)) dr

+ ∫_s 0 ( S(t − r) − S(s − r) )( F (u(r)) − F (u_ε(r)) ) dr + ∫_t s S(t − r) ( F (u(r)) − F (u_ε(r)) ) dr =: I_1 + I_2 + I_3 + I_4 .

We shall estimate the first term in two ways. First, using (6.35) and the fact that |(S − S_ε)(t − s)|_Cα_{→C}0 ≲ 1, we obtain κ > 0 small enough,

|I_1|_C0 ≲ | | | ∫_s 0 ( (S − S_ε)(t − r) − (S − S_ε)(s − r) ) F (u_ε(r)) dr | | |_{C0} ≲ ∫_s 0 |(S − S_ε)(s − r)|_Cα_{→C}0 |F (u_ε(r))|_Cα dr ≲ ε ∫_s 0 (s − r)^{− 12 (1−α+κ)}‖u_ε‖_Cα_t dr ≲ ε . (4.14)

On the other hand, using Lemma 6.4 and Lemma 6.7 for every and any κ > 0 sufficiently small we have the bound | | ∫_{s−ε}2_{∨0} 0 ( S_ε(t − r) − S_ε(s − r) ) F (u_ε(r)) dr | |_{C0} (4.15) ≲ ∫_{s−ε}2_{∨0} 0 | |Sε(t − s + ε^2) − Sε(ε^2 )| |_{C2+κ→C0} × | |Sε(s − r − ε^2) | |_{Cα→C2+κ} | |F (u_ε(r)) | |_{Cα} ds ≲ (t − s) ∫_{s−ε}2_{∨0} 0 (s − r − ε^2)^{− 2−α+2κ2} dr ≲ (t − s). The analogous bound | | ∫_s 0 ( S(t − r) − S(s − r) ) F (u_ε(r)) dr | |_{C0} ≲ (t − s), (4.16)

follows in the same way. Using Lemma 6.7 once more we also obtain for any 0 ≤ λ <^{2+α}_4 and for κ > 0 small enough, | | ∫_s s−ε^2∨0 ( S_ε(t − r) − S_ε(s − r) ) F (u_ε(r)) dr | | C^0

(4.17) ≲ ∫_s s−ε^2∨0 | |S_ε(t − s + s − r 2 ) − S_ε (s − r 2 )| |_{C2λ+κ→C0} × | |S_ε(s − r 2 )| |_{Cα→C2λ+κ} | |F (u_ε(r)) | |_{Cα} ds ≲ (t − s)^λ ∫_s s−ε^2∨0 ε^{2λ}(s − r)^{−λ}(s − r)^{− 2λ−α+2κ2} dr ≲ (t − s)^λε^{2λ}. Combining the estimates (4.14), (4.15), (4.16) and (4.17) we infer that for γ ∈ [0, 1],

|I_1|_C0 ≲ ε^{1− γ2} (t − s)^{γ2} . (4.18)

Using (6.35) once more, the term I_2 is bounded by

|I_2|_C0 ≲ ∫_{t−s} 0 |(S − S_ε)(r)|_Cα_{→C}0 ‖F (u_ε)‖_Cα_t dr ≲ ε ∫_{t−s} 0 r^{− 12 (1−α+κ)}‖u_ε‖_Cα_t dr ≲ ε (t − s)^{12 (1+α−κ)} . (4.19)

To bound I_3 we proceed as in (4.14) to infer that

|I_3|_C0 ≤ | | ∫_s 0 ( S(t − r) − S(s − r) )( F (u(r)) − F (u_ε(r)) ) dr | | C^0 ≲ ∫_s 0 (t − s)^{γ2} (s − r)^{− 12 (γ−α)}‖F (u) − F (u_ε)‖_Cα_t dr ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} s^{1− 12 (γ−α)}‖u − u_ε‖_Cα_t . (4.20)

Note that here we have used the fact that the true heat semigroup S(t) satisfies the regularisation properties without introducing a small constant κ. The last term can be bounded brutally by |I_4|_C0 ≤ |t − s|‖F (u) − F (u_ε)‖_Cα_t ≲ |t − s|‖u − u_ε‖_Cα_t ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} t^{1− γ2} ‖u − u_ε‖_Cα_t . Combining all of these estimates, we obtain the desired bound. □ The following result gives a bound on the difference between Υ and Υ_ε.

Proposition 4.6. Let 0 < α <^1_2 and suppose that α ≤ γ < 1 and 0 < η <^1_2 . Let κ > 0. Then, for any t ∈ [0, T ] we have |Υ(t) − Υ_ε(t)|_Cγ ≲ ε + ‖D_ε‖_H−η_t + t^{1− 12 (γ−α)−κ} ( ‖u − u_ε‖_Cα_t + ‖v − v_ε‖_Cα_t ) , ‖Υ − Υ_ε‖_C γ_{2 ([0,t],C0)} ≲ ε^{1− γ2} + ‖ D_ε ‖ H^{−η}_t + t 1−^γ_2 (‖u − u ε‖_Cα_t + ‖v − v_ε‖_Cα_t ) , with implied constants depending on K and T . Proof. We rewrite the difference Υ − Υ_ε as

Υ(t) − Υ_ε(t) = ∫_t 0 S_ε(t − s) ( F(u_ε, v_ε) − F_ε(u_ε, v_ε) ) (s) ds + ∫_t 0 S_ε(t − s) ( F(u, v) − F(u_ε, v_ε) ) (s) ds + ∫_t 0 (S − S_ε)(t − s)F(u, v)(s) ds . =: I_1 + I_2 + I_3 .

Using Lemma 4.7 in the second term we obtain |I_1|_Cγ ≤ | | ∫_t 0 S_ε(t − s) ( DG(u_ε)v_εD_εv_ε ) (s) ds | |_{Cγ} ≲ ‖D_ε‖_H−η_t ∫_t 0 (t − s)^{− α+γ2 − 14} | |(v_εDG(u_ε)v_ε)(s) | |_{Cα} ds ≲ t^{34 − α+γ2} ‖D_ε‖_H−η_t .

Here we have made use of the conditions η < α <^1_2 , γ < 1 to ensure that the exponent is positive. Furthermore, |I_2|_Cγ ≲ t^{1− 12 (γ−α)−κ}‖F(u, v) − F(u_ε, v_ε)‖_Cα_t ≲ t^{1− 12 (γ−α)−κ} ( ‖u − u_ε‖_Cα_t + ‖v − v_ε‖_Cα_t ) , and Corollary 6.6 yields for any κ > 0 small enough, |I_3|_Cγ ≲ ε t^{1− 12 (1+κ+(γ−α)∨0)}‖F(u, v)‖_Cα_t ≲ ε t^{1−κ+(α−γ)∧02} . Combining these bounds, we obtain the first estimate.

In order to prove the second estimate, we fix 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T and write ( Υ − Υ_ε ) (t) − ( Υ − Υ_ε ) (s) =: 2∑ i=1 3∑ j=1 J_{ij} , where

J_{11} = ∫_s 0 ( S_ε(t − r) − S_ε(s − r) )( F − F_ε ) (u_ε, v_ε)(r) dr , J_{12} = ∫_s 0 ( (S − S_ε)(t − r) − (S − S_ε)(s − r) ) F(u_ε, v_ε)(r) dr , J_{13} = ∫_s 0 ( S(t − r) − S(s − r) )( F(u, v) − F(u_ε, v_ε) ) (r) dr , and J_{21} = ∫_t s S_ε(t − r) ( F(u, v) − F(u_ε, v_ε) ) (r) dr , J_{22} = ∫_t s S_ε(t − r) ( F − F_ε ) (u_ε, v_ε)(r) dr , J_{23} = ∫_t s (S − S_ε)(t − r) F(u, v)(r) dr . In order to bound J_{11} we will use Lemma 4.7 below. In this way we obtain for κ > 0 small enough,

|J_{11}|_C0 ≲ ∫_s 0 | | |(S_ε(t − r) − S_ε(s − r))(v_εDG(u_ε)v_εD_ε)(r) | | | C^0 dr ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ∫_s 0 (s − r)^{− α+γ2 − 14} | D_ε(r) | H^{−η} | (v_εDG(u_ε)v_ε)(r) | C^α dr ≲ s^{34 − α+γ2} (t − s)^{γ2} ‖D_ε‖_H−η_t .

The argument for J_{12} is the same as the argument for the bound on I_1 in the Proposition (4.4). Arguing as in (4.14)–(4.18) we obtain

|J_{12}|_C0 ≲ ε^{1− γ2} (t − s)^{γ2 −κ}‖F(u_ε, v_ε)‖_Cα_t ≲ ε^{1− γ2} (t − s)^{γ2} .

The term J_{13} can be treated in the same way as the term I_3 in the proof of Proposition (4.4). Using the argument from (4.20) we obtain |J_{13}|_C0 ≲ |t − s| ‖F(u, v) − F(u_ε, v_ε)‖_Cα_t

≲ t^{1− γ2} |t − s|^{γ2} ( ‖u − u_ε‖_Cα_t + ‖v − v_ε‖_Cα_t ) . For the first term involving an integral over [s, t] we get the same bound |J_{21}|_C0 ≲ |t − s|‖F(u, v) − F(u_ε, v_ε)‖_Cα_t ≲ t^{1− γ2} |t − s|^{γ2} ( ‖u − u_ε‖_Cα_t + ‖v − v_ε‖_Cα_t ) . To bound the term J_{22} we invoke Lemma 4.7 one more time. We obtain

|J_{22}|_C0 ≲ ∫_t s | |S_ε(t − r)(v_εDG(u_ε)v_εD_ε)(r) | | C^0 dr ≲ ∫_t s (t − r)^{− η2 − 14} | |(v_εDG(u_ε)v_ε)(r) | |_{Cα} | |D_ε(r) | |_{H−η} dr ≲ t^{34 − η+γ2} (t − s)^{γ2} ‖ ‖D_ε ‖ ‖_{H−ηt} . Finally, by the argument in (4.19), |J_{23}|_C0 ≲ ε (t − s)^{1+α2 −κ}‖F(u, v)‖_Cα_t ≲ ε(t − s)^{1+α2 −κ} . Putting everything together, we obtain the desired bound. □

The following lemma has been used in the proof above.

Lemma 4.7. Let 0 < η < α <^1_2 and 0 < γ < 1. Then for ψ ∈ C^α and φ ∈ H^{−η} we have for any t > 0 and ε ∈ [0, 1], | S_ε(t)(ψ φ) | C^γ ≲ t −^{γ+α}_2 −^1_4 |φ| H^{−η} |ψ|C^α . (4.21) Furthermore, for s < t and for any 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1 we have |( S_ε(t) − S_ε(s) ) (ψ φ) | C^γ ≲ (t − s) λs^{− γ+α2 −λ− 14} |φ|_H−η |ψ|_Cα . (4.22) Proof. By the assumption η < α we have |ψ φ|_H−α ≲ |ψ|_Cα |φ|_H−η . (This elementary multiplicative inequality follows by duality from the estimate (3.24) proved above). Therefore the bounds (4.21) and (4.22) follow immediately from the bounds

|S_ε(t)|_{H−α→Hγ+} 1_2 ≲ t^{− γ+α2 − 14} (4.23a) |S_ε(t) − S_ε(s)|_{H−α→Hγ+} 1_2 ≲ (t − s)^λs^{− γ+α2 −λ− 14} , (4.23b) and from Sobolev embedding.

Actually, the identity (4.23a) follows immediately from the lower bound on f. To prove (4.23b), we write θ = γ + α +^1_2 and estimate sup_{k∈Z}|k|^θ ( e^{−k2f(εk)s} − e^{−k2f(εk)t} )

≲ sup_{k∈Z} |k|^θ e^{−k2f(εk)s} ( 1 − e^{−k2f(εk)(t−s)} )

≲ (t − s)^λ sup_{k∈Z} |k|^θ e^{−k2f(εk)s}|k|^{2λ}f(εk)^λ ≲ (t − s)^λ s^{−λ− θ2} . The estimate (4.23b) follows from this bound. □

Remark 4.8. Note that these L^2 based regularity properties for the heat semigroup are significantly easier to derive than the estimates in Hölder spaces in Section 6. Also note that we do not encounter any problems in the time regularity for s ≤ ε^2.

5. ROUGH PATH ESTIMATES

In this section we treat the stability of approximations of the term involving G(u) ∂_xu. We will make heavy use of the rough path bounds provided in Appendix A. We will fix deterministic data (u, u_ε, X, etc.) and derive bounds based on the regularity of this data. There will be no randomness involved.

We fix Hölder exponents^1_3 < α̃ ≤ α <^1_2 . We also fix rough path valued mappings (X(t), X(t)) and (X_ε(t), X_ε(t)). To be more precise, we will assume that the mappings [0, T ] ∋ t → X(t) ∈ C^α and [0, T ] ∋ t → X(t) ∈ B^{2α} are continuous and that for every t the functions x → X(t, x) and (x, y) → X(t; x, y) satisfy the consistency relation (A.3). The functions (X_ε(t), X_ε(t)) will be assumed to satisfy the same conditions.

We will also fix functions u, u_ε ∈ C^α_T . We assume that for every t the function u is controlled by X. More precisely, we will assume that there are bounded functions [0, T ] ∋ t → u(t), u^′(t) ∈ C^α , [0, T ] ∋ t → R_u(t) ∈ B^{2α}; such that for every t ∈ (0, T ] the maps x → u(t, x), X(t, x) and (x, y) → R_u(t; x, y) (5.1) satisfy the relation (A.4). In the same way we will assume that the u_ε are controlled by X_ε, but only for t > ε^2. More precisely, we will assume that there are bounded functions [0, T ] ∋ t → u_ε(t), u^′_ε(t) ∈ C^α , (ε^2, T ] ∋ t → R_{uε} (t) ∈ B^{2α} , such that for every t ∈ (ε^2, T ] the maps x → u_ε(t, x), X_ε(t, x) and (x, y) → R_{uε} (t; x, y) (5.2) satisfy the relation (A.4). Let us emphasise that although we use the notation u^′_ε(t) for all t ∈ [0, T ], we only assume that u^′_ε(t) is the rough path derivative of u_ε(t) for t ∈ (ε^2, T ].

Throughout this section we will make the standing assumption that the norms ‖X‖_Cα_T , ‖X_ε‖_Cα_T , ‖X‖_B2α_T , ‖X_ε‖_B2α_T , ‖u‖_Cα_T , ‖u_ε‖_Cα_T , ‖u^′‖_Cα_T , ‖u^′_ε‖_Cα_T are bounded by a large constant K. We will also assume that for t > 0 |R_u(t)|_{2α} ≤ Kt^{− α2} , |R_u(t)|_{2α̃} ≤ Kt^{− ~α2} , (5.3) and for t > ε^2

|R_{uε} (t)|_{2α} ≤ K(t − ε^2)^{− α2} , |R_{uε} (t)|_{2α̃} ≤ K(t − ε^2)^{− α̃2} . (5.4)

Most of the constants that appear in this section (or that are suppressed when we write ≲) depend on the choice of this constant K.

The main objects under consideration in this section are the quantities Z(t, x) = ∫_x −π G(u(t, y)) d_y u(t, y) , Ξ(t, x) = ∫_t 0 S(t − s)∂_xZ(s) ds = ∫_t 0 ∂_xS(t − s)Z(s) ds , along with their approximations Z_ε(t, x) = ∫_x −π [ G(u_ε(t, y))D_εu_ε(t, y) + ∂_kG ( u_ε(t, y) )_i j u^′_ε(t, y)^k_l D_εX_ε(t; y)^{l,m}u^′_ε(t, y)^j_m ] dy , Ξ_ε(t, x) = ∫_t 0 S_ε(t − s)∂_xZ_ε(s) ds = ∫_t 0 ∂_xS_ε(t − s)Z_ε(s) ds. Here we have made use of the fact that the heat semigroup S as well as the approximated heat semigroup S_ε commute with the spatial derivative. As above, we have used the notation

D_εX_ε(t; y) = 1 ε ∫ R X_ε(t; y, y + εz) μ(dz) . Note that we have included indices to capture the trilinear structure in the second term on the right-hand side. The linear algebra does not play a crucial role for our argument, and as above we will omit the indices for most of the argument.

Throughout this section we will make the additional assumption that the function G is bounded with bounded derivatives up to order three. This assumption is removed in Section 2 using an appropriate stopping time.

As explained in Section 2, the term ∂_kG ( u_ε(t, y) )_i j u^′_ε(t, y)^k_l D_εX_ε(t; y)^{l,m}u^′_ε(t, y)^j_m , (5.5)

which appears on the right-hand side in the definition of Z_ε, is included to ensure that – at least formally – Z_ε approximates Z, and therefore Ξ_ε approximates Ξ. As discussed in Sections 2 and 4, this term gives rise to the extra term in the limit.

The main objective of this section is to show that Ξ_ε indeed approximates Ξ. A precise error bound is given by the following result. In this section we shall use D_ε as abbreviation for

D_ε = [ ‖X − X_ε‖_Cα̃_T + ‖X − X_ε‖_B2α̃_T + ‖u − u_ε‖_Cα̃_T + ‖u^′ − u^′_ε‖_Cα̃_{[ε2,T ]} + ‖R_u − R_{uε} ‖_B2α̃_{[ε2,T ],α̃} ] . We let r_+ := 0 ∨ r denote the positive part of a real number r.

Proposition 5.1. Let 0 < γ < 1 and κ > 0. Then, for all t ∈ [0, T ] we have

|Ξ(t) − Ξ_ε(t)|_Cγ ≲ D_ε (t − ε^2)^{12 (1−γ−κ)}_+ + ε^{3α−1} (t − ε^2)^{12 (1−γ−α−κ)}_+ + ε^{1−γ−κ} . The constant which is suppressed in the notation depends on T and K. We shall also prove the following result concerning the time regularity of the difference Ξ − Ξ_ε.

Proposition 5.2. Let 0 ≤ γ <^1_2 .Then we have for any κ > 0 small enough and for t ≥ ε^2

‖Ξ − Ξ_ε‖_C γ_{2 ([ε2,t],C0)} ≲ t^{12 (1−2γ−κ)}D_ε + ε^{3α−1}.

First we obtain bounds on the difference between Z and Z_ε. The bounds (5.6) – (5.7) will be proved using rough path techniques. For 0 < t < ε^2 we shall give a crude elementary bound in (5.9). Lemma 5.3. For t > 0 we have |Z(t)|_Cα ≲ t^{−α/2} . (5.6) Moreover, for t > ε^2 we can write Z(t) − Z_ε(t) = T_1(t) + T_2(t) , (5.7) where |T_1(t)|_Cα̃ ≲ (t − ε^2)^{−α̃/2}D_ε , |T_2(t)|_C0 ≲ (t − ε^2)^{−α/2}ε^{3α−1} . (5.8) Finally, for all 0 < t ≤ ε^2 we have |Z_ε(t)|_C1 ≲ ε^{α−1} . (5.9) The estimate (5.9) holds for all t > 0, but we shall only use it for 0 < t < ε^2.

Proof of Lemma 5.3. The estimate (5.9) follows directly from the definition and the assumptions involving K.

Before estimating the other quantities, we observe that Y_ε(t, ·) := G ( u_ε(t, ·) ) is a rough path controlled by (X_ε, X_ε) with rough path derivative Y_ε^′(t, y) = DG(u_ε(t, y) ) u^′_ε(t, y) , (5.10) and remainder R_{Yε} (t; x, y) = DG ( u_ε(t, x) ) R_{uε} (t; x, y) (5.11) + ∫_1 0 [ DG ( λu_ε(t, y) + (1 − λ)u_ε(t, x) ) − DG ( u_ε(t, x) )] × ( u_ε(t, y) − u_ε(t, x) ) dλ . Recalling the boundedness assumptions from the beginning of this section and in particular (5.4), we obtain for t > ε^2,

|Y_ε(t)|_Cα ≲ 1 , |Y_ε^′(t)|_Cα ≲ 1 , |R_{Yε} (t)|_{2α} ≲ (t − ε^2)^{− α2} . (5.12) The analogous statements

|Y (t)|_Cα ≲ 1 , |Y^′(t)|_Cα ≲ 1 , |R_Y (t)|_{2α} ≲ t^{− α2} (5.13) for 0 < t < T hold as well. Moreover, we infer form [HW13, Lemma 5.5] that |Y (t) − Y_ε(t)|_Cα ≲ |u(t) − u_ε(t)|_Cα , |Y^′(t) − Y_ε^′(t)|_Cα ≲ |u(t) − u_ε(t)|_Cα + |u^′(t) − u_ε^′(t)|_Cα , |R_Y (t) − R_{Yε} (t)|_{2α} ≲ |u(t) − u_ε(t)|_Cα + |R_u(t) − R_{uε} (t)|_{2α} . (5.14)

Let us now turn to the proofs of the estimates (5.6) and (5.7). The estimate (5.6) is a direct consequence of Lemma A.4, combined with the assumptions involving K and the bounds (5.12).

In order to prove (5.7) we set Q_ε(t; x, y) = ∫_y x G(u_ε(t, z)) du_ε(t, z) − G(u_ε(t, x)) ( u_ε(t, y) − u_ε(t, x) )

− DG(u_ε(t, x))u^′_ε(t, x)X_ε(t; x, y)u^′_ε(t, x) . Applying (A.7) and using (5.12) and the assumption that max{‖X_ε‖_Cα_T , ‖X_ε‖_B2α_T , ‖u_ε‖_Cα_T , ‖u^′_ε‖_Cα_{[ε2,T ]} } ≤ K, we infer that |Q_ε(t)|_{3α} ≲ (t − ε^2)^{−α/2} . (5.15) For fixed t ∈ (ε^2, T ], we may now write Z(t, x) − Z_ε(t, x) = ( ∫_x −π G(u(t, y)) d_y u(t, y) − ∫_x −π G(u_ε(t, y)) d_y u_ε(t, y) )

+ ∫ R ( ∫_{−π+εz} −π εz − π − y ε G(u_ε(t, y)) du_ε(t, y) + ∫_{x+εz} x y − εz − x ε G(u_ε(t, y)) du_ε(t, y) ) μ(dz) + ∫ R ∫_x −π Q_ε(t; y, y + εz) ε dy μ(dz) =: (T_1 + S_1 + S_2)(t, x) .

Here we used a Fubini-type Theorem for rough integrals ([HW13, Lemma 2.10]) to arrive at the expression for S_2.

In order to bound T_1 we shall apply [Gub04, p. 102], which provides a bound for the difference between two rough integrals. A slightly weaker result is provided in [HW13, Lemma 2.9], but we cannot apply this result directly here, as we need to be careful not to obtain products of terms which scale like (t − ε^2)^{−α̃/2}. Taking (5.12) and (5.14) into account, we infer that |T_1(t)|_Cα̃ ≲ (t − ε^2)^{−α̃/2}D_ε .

Moreover, it follows from (5.15) that

|S_3(t)|_C1 ≲ ∫ R |z|^{3α}μ(dz) ε^{3α−1}‖Q_ε‖_C3α_T ≲ (t − ε^2)^{−α/2}ε^{3α−1} . In order to bound S_1, we note that the second term S_{12} of S_1 can be written as S_{12}(t, x) = ∫ R [ ∫_{x+εz} x Y^{t,z}_ε (t, y) du_ε(t, y) ] μ(dz) , (5.16) where Y_{ε,z,x}(t, y) := y − εz − x ε G(u_ε(t, y)) . In view of the a priori bounds on u_ε and u^′_ε, it follows from [Hai11, Lemma 2.2] that Y_{ε,z}(t, ·) is controlled by X_ε(t, ·) with rough path derivative Y^′_{ε,z,x}(t, y) := y − εz − x ε DG(u_ε(t, y))u^′_ε(t, y) . Moreover, since y ∈ [x, x + εz], the same result implies that |Y_{ε,z,x}(t, ·)|_C0 + |Y^′_{ε,z,x}(t, ·)|_C0 ≲ |z| , |Y^′_{ε,z,x}(t, ·)|_Cα ≲ |z| + ε^{−1} , |R_{Yε,z,x} (t; ·, ·)|_{2α} ≲ |z| + ε^{−1}(t − ε^2)^{−α/2} . (5.17)

Lemma A.4 allows us to write the rough integral in (5.16) as ∫_{x+εz} x Y_{ε,z,x}(t, y) du_ε(t, y) = Y_{ε,z,x}(t, x) ( u_ε(t, x + εz) − u_ε(t, x) ) + Y^′_{ε,z,x}(t, x)X_ε(t; x, x + εz)u^′_ε(t, x) + Q_ε(t; x, x + εz) , where |Q_ε(t; ·, ·)|_{3α} ≲ (|z| + ε^{−1})(t − ε^2)^{−α/2} . Taking the a priori bounds on |u_ε|_Cα , |u^′_ε|_C0 and |X_ε(t; ·, ·)|_{2α} into account, it thus follows that | | | ∫_{·+εz} · Y_{ε,z,x}(t, y) du_ε(t, y) | | |_{C0} ≲ |Y_{ε,z,x}(t, ·)|_C0 |εz|^α + |Y^′_{ε,z,x}(t, ·)|_C0 |εz|^{2α} + |Q_ε(t; ·, ·)|_{3α}|εz|^{3α} ≲ |z| ( |εz|^α + |εz|^{2α} ) + (|z| + ε^{−1})(t − ε^2)^{−α/2}|εz|^{3α} . Taking into account that the (1 + 3α)-moment of |μ| is finite (this is the only place where we all moments up to order^5_2 ) and using that ε^α ≤ ε^{3α−1}, we infer that |S_{12}(t, ·)|_C0 ≲ ε^{3α−1}(t − ε^2)^{−α/2} .

Since an analogous argument yields the same estimate for the first term S_{11} := S_1 − S_{12}, we infer that |S_1(t, ·)|_C0 ≲ ε^{3α−1}(t − ε^2)^{−α/2} . Hence, setting T_2 := S_1 + S_2 we arrive at the desired conclusion. □ Proof of Proposition 5.1. We start by splitting the integral from 0 to t into three parts

Ξ(t) − Ξ_ε(t) ≤ ∫_ε2_{∧t} 0 ∂_x(S(t − s)Z(s) − S_ε(t − s)Z_ε(s)) ds + ∫_t ε^2∧t ∂_x(S(t − s) − S_ε(t − s))Z(s) ds + ∫_t ε^2∧t ∂_xS_ε(t − s)(Z(s) − Z_ε(s)) ds =: I_1 + I_2 + I_3 .

For the first term we use the estimates (5.6) and (5.9) to obtain for any κ > 0 small enough |I_1|_Cγ ≤ ∫_ε2_{∧t} 0 |S(t − s)|_Cα_{→C}1+γ |Z(s)|_Cα ds + ∫_ε2_{∧t} 0 |S_ε(t − s)|_C0_{→C}γ |∂_xZ_ε(s)|_C0 ds ≲ ∫_ε2_{∧t} 0 (ε^2 ∧ t − s)^{− 12 (1+γ−α)}s^{−α/2} ds + ∫_ε2_{∧t} 0 (ε^2 ∧ t − s)^{− γ2 −κ}ε^{α−1} ds ≲ ε^{1−γ} + ε^{1+α−γ−2κ}

≲ ε^{1−γ} . The terms I_2 and I_3 are equal to 0 if t ≤ ε^2. So from now on we assume t > ε^2. To bound the second part we use Corollary 6.6 and Lemma 5.3 to obtain for any 0 ≤ λ < 1 − γ and for κ > 0 small enough |I_2|_Cγ ≲ ∫_t ε^2 |S(t − s) − S_ε(t − s)|_Cα_{→C}1+γ |Z(s)|_Cα ds ≲ ∫_t ε^2 (t − s)^{− 12 (1+γ−α+λ+κ)}ε^λs^{− α2} ds ≲ t^{12 (1−γ−λ−κ)}ε^λ . The third part can be estimated using Lemma 6.4 and Lemma 5.3 by |I_3|_Cγ ≲ ∫_t ε^2 |S_ε(t − s)|_Cα̃_{→C}1+γ |T_1|_Cα̃ ds + ∫_t ε^2 |S_ε(t − s)|_C0_{→C}1+γ |T_2|_C0 ds ≲ ∫_t ε^2 ( (t − s)^{− 12 (1+γ−α̃+κ)}(s − ε^2)^{−α̃/2}D_ε

+ (t − s)^{− 12 (1+γ+κ)}(s − ε^2)^{−α/2}ε^{3α−1} ) ds ≲ D_ε (t − ε^2)^{12 (1−γ−κ)} + ε^{3α−1} (t − ε^2)^{12 (1−γ−α−κ)} .

Note that within the range of parameters that we consider the integral in the second line always converges (for κ > 0 small enough), but it may happen that the last exponent of (t − ε)^2 in the last line is negative. □

Proof of Proposition 5.2. Let ε^2 ≤ s < t. We need to bound the expression J(t) − J(s) where

J(t) := ∫_t 0 ∂_x ( δ_ε ( S(t − r)Z(r) )) dr. Here and below we will use the notation δ_ε ( SZ) := S_εZ_ε − SZ, δ_εS := S_ε − S and so forth. We write J(t) − J(s) = I_1(s, t) + I_2(s, t) + I_3(s, t), where

I_1(s, t) :=

∫_ε2 0 ∂_xδ_ε [( S(t − r) − S(s − r) ) Z(r) ] dr, I_2(s, t) := ∫_s ε^2 ∂_xδ_ε [( S(t − r) − S(s − r) ) Z(r) ] dr, I_3(s, t) := ∫_t s ∂_xδ_ε [ S(t − r)Z(r) ] dr. In order to bound I_1 we use the bounds (5.6) and (5.9) and brutally bound the ε-difference by the sum. Then using Lemma 6.7 we get |I_1(s, t)|_C0 ≤ ∫_ε2 0 |S(t − s) − Id |_C1+γ_{→C}1 |S(s − r)|_Cα_{→C}1+γ |Z(r)|_Cα dr + ∫_ε2 0 |S_ε(t − r −^{s−r}_2 ) − S_ε(s − r −^{s−r}_2 )|_C1+γ+κ_{→C}1 × |S_ε(^{s−r}_2 )|_C1_{→C}1+γ+κ |Z_ε(r)|_C1 dr ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ε^{1−γ} .

Actually, it is obvious that the first integral is bounded by the right hand side. For

the second integral one even gets a better scaling ε^{1+α−γ−κ} for κ > 0 arbitrarily

small.

For the term I_2 it is useful to split it up once more. We write

I_2(s, t) = ∫_s ε^2 ∂_x [ δ_ε ( S(t − r) − S(s − r) )] Z(r) dr + ∫_s ε^2 ∂_x ( S_ε(t − r) − S_ε(s − r) ) δ_εZ(r) dr =: I_{2,1}(s, t) + I_{2,2}(s, t). To bound I_{2,1} we use the factorisation δ_ε ( S(t − r) − S(s − r) ) = ( S_ε(t − s +^{s−r}_2 ) − S_ε(^{s−r}_2 ) ) δ_εS(^{s−r}_2 ) + δ_ε ( S(t − s +^{s−r}_2 ) − S(^{s−r}_2 ) ) S(^{s−r}_2 ).

Then Lemma 6.7 as well as Corollary 6.6 yield for any κ > 0 small enough |I_{2,1}(s, t)|_C0 ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ε^{1−γ−κ} . For I_{2,2} we use the decomposition Z − Z_ε = T_1 + T_2. For the term involving

T_1 we get using Lemma 6.7 for any κ > 0 small enough ∫_s ε^2

|S_ε(t − s +^{s−r}_2 ) − S_ε(^{s−r}_2 )|_C1+γ+κ_{→C}1 |S_ε(^{s−r}_2 )|_Cα̃_{→C}1+γ+κ |T_1(r)|_Cα̃ dr ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ∫_s ε^2

(s − r)^{− 12 (1+2γ−α̃+κ)} (r − ε^2)^{− α̃2} D_ε dr

≲ (t − s)^{γ2} t^{12 (1−2γ−2κ)}D_ε .

Note that we have used the brutal bound (1 + ε^γ (s − r)^{−γ/2}) ≲ (s − r)^{−γ/2}. For

the term involving T_2 we cannot be quite so brutal and we write | | | ∫_s ε^2 ∂_x ( S_ε(t − r) − S_ε(s − r) ) T_2(r) dr | | |_{C0} ≤ | | ∫_{s−ε}2_{∨ε}2 ε^2 ∂_x ( S_ε(t − r) − S_ε(s − r) ) T_2(r) dr | | C^0 + | | ∫_s s−ε^2∨ε^2 ∂_x ( S_ε(t − r) − S_ε(s − r) ) T_2(r) dr | |_{C0} . The first integral is bounded by ∫_{s−ε}2_{∨ε}2 ε^2 | |S_ε(t − s + ε^2) − S_ε(ε^2) | |_{C1+γ+κ→C1} × | |S_ε(s − ε^2 − r) | |_{C0→C1+γ+κ} | |T_2(r) | |_{C0} dr ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ε^{3α−1} ∫_{(s−ε}2_{)∨ε}2

ε^2 ( s − ε^2 − r )_− 1+γ+2κ_2

(r − ε^2)^{− α2} dr ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ε^{3α−1}. For the second integral we get in the same way ∫_s s−ε^2∨ε^2 | |S_ε(t − s +^{s−r}_2 ) − S_ε(^{s−r}_2 ) | |_{C1+γ+κ→C1} × | |S_ε(_{s−r2} )|_{C0→C1+γ+κ} |T_2(r)|_{C0} dr

≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ε^{3α−1} ∫_s s−ε^2∨ε^2 ε^γ (s − r)^{− γ2} (s − r)^{− 1+γ+2κ2} (r − ε^2)^{− α2} dr ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ε^{3α−1}ε^{1−γ−α−2κ}. Summarising these calculations and redefining κ, we obtain the bound I_{2,2}(s, t) ≤ (t − s)^{γ2} ( t^{12 (1−2γ−κ)}D_ε + ε^{3α−1} ) . For I_3 we use the same splitting

I_3(s, t) = ∫_t s ∂_x [ δ_εS(t − r) ] Z(r) dr + ∫_t s ∂_x ( S_ε(t − r)δ_εZ(r) ) dr =: I_{3,1}(s, t) + I_{3,2}(s, t).

The term I_{3,1}(s, t) can be estimated easily using Corollary 6.6: |I_{3,1}(s, t)|_C0 ≤ ∫_t s |S(t − r) − S_ε(t − r)|_Cα_{→C}1 |Z(r)|_Cα dr ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ε^{1−γ−κ} . Finally, for I_{3,2} we get using (5.7) once more that |I_{3,2}(s, t)|_C0 ≲ ∫_t s (t − r)^{− 12 (1−α̃+κ)}(r − ε^2)^{− α̃2} D_ε

+ (t − r)^{− 12 (1+κ)}(r − ε^2)^{− α2} ε^{3α−1} dr ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ( t^{12 (1−γ−κ)}D_ε + ε^{3α−1} ) . Here as above we have absorbed the positive power of t in front of ε^{3α−1} into the implicit constant (that may depend on T ) because we do not need it later on. This finishes the argument. □

6. BOUNDS ON THE APPROXIMATED SEMIGROUP

Throughout the paper, we frequently need bounds on the approximated heat semigroup S_ε. These calculations are collected in this section. We first give some auxiliary calculations involving the approximated heat kernels that are needed in the proof of Lemma 3.6.

Lemma 6.1. The following bounds hold:

(i) For any 0 < γ < 1 and for any t ∈ [0, T ] we have the bound ∫_π −π | (p^ε_t )^′(z) | |z|^γ dz ≲ t^{−1+γ2} . (6.1) If γ = 0 we have ∫_π −π | |(p^ε_t )^′(z) | | dz ≲ t^{− 1}_2 | log t|. (6.2)

(ii) For any 0 < α <^1_2 we have for any 0 < t ≤ T and any x ∈ [−π, π] ∫_t 0 ∫_π −π ( p^ε_s(z) − p^ε_s(z − x) )_2| z | |^{2α} dz ds ≲ |x|t^α. (6.3)

Remark 6.2. All of these bounds scale in the optimal way, except for (6.2) where an additional | log t| appears. When applying this bound in the proof of Lemma 3.6 this small correction does not matter . For (6.3) our proof also shows the bound ∫_t 0 ∫_π −π ( p^ε_s(z) − p^ε_s(z − x) )_2| z |_{2α} dy ds ≲ |x|^{1+2γ} , (6.4) with a uniform constant for t ∈ [0, T ]. We state (6.3) in this way because it is convenient in the proof of Lemma 3.6

Proof. (i) We start the calculation by deriving pointwise bounds on ( p^ε_{t−s} )_′ (z) = 1 √ 2π ∑ k∈Z ike^{−k2f(εk)t}e^{ikz}. For |z|^2 ≤ t we will simply use the brutal bound | |(p^ε_t )^′(z) | | ≲ ∑ k∈Z |k|e^{−k2f(εk)t} ≲ 1 t , (6.5)

which holds uniformly for t ≤ T .

Else, for |z|^2 > t we perform a summation by part and obtain 1 √ 2π ∑ k∈Z ike^{−k2f(εk)t}e^{ikz} = 1 √ 2π ∑ k∈Z i ( ke^{−k2f(εk)t} − (k − 1)e^{−(k−1)2 f(ε(k−1))t} ) g_k(z), (6.6)

where | |g_k(z) | | := | |^k∑ j=0 e^{ijz} | | = | |1 − e^{i(k+1)z} 1 − e^{iz} | | ≲ 1 |z| , (6.7)

the last two expressions being valid for z ≠ 0. In order to bound the sum over the increments of ke^{−k2f(εk)t} we write | | ∑ k∈Z ( ke^{−k2f(εk)t} − (k − 1)e^{−(k−1)2 f(ε(k−1))t} | | ≤ ∑ k∈Z | |e_{−k}^2_{f(εk)t} | | + ∑ k∈Z |k| | |e_{−k}^2_{f(εk)t} − e_{−(k−1)}^2_{f(ε(k−1))t} | |. (6.8)

The first summand can be bounded easily ∑ k∈Z | |e_{−k}^2_{f(εk)t} | | ≲ t_−^1_2 ,

where again the implicit constant is uniform for t ≤ T . For the second summand we use the brutal bound | |t^1_2 k | | ≲ ( e^{−k2f(εk)t/2} + e^{−(k−1)2f(ε(k−1))t/2} )_{−1} . (6.9)

Actually, (6.9) is obvious for k = 0 and for k = 1 it states that

t^{12} ≲ ( e^{−f(ε)t/2} + 1 )_{−1} , which is true for t ≤ T . For k ≠ 0, 1, we note that 1 4 ≤ k^2

(k − 1)^2 ≤ 4, to bound the right hand side of (6.9) by ( e^{−k2f(εk)t t2} + e^{−(k−1)2 f(ε(k−1)) t2} )_{−1} ≥ ( e^{−k2cf t2} + e^{− 14 k2cf t2} )_{−1}

≥ 1 2 e^{18 k2cf t}. (Recall the definition of c_f in Assumption 1.1). This establishes (6.9).

Plugging (6.9) into the second term on the right hand side of (6.8) we get ∑ k∈Z |k| | |e_{−k}^2_{f(εk)t} − e_{−(k−1)}^2_{f(ε(k−1))t} | |

≤ t^{− 12} ∑ k∈Z | |e_{−k}^2_{f(εk)t/2} − e_{−(k−1)}^2_{f(ε(k−1))t/2} | | ≲ t_−^1_2 , (6.10)

where we have made use of the BV boundedness from Assumption 1.2.

Hence, summarising (6.6)–(6.10) we obtain | |(p^ε_t )^′(z) | | ≲ t^{− 1}_2 |z|^{−1}. Finally, we can conclude the desired bounds (6.1) for γ > 0 ∫_π −π | (p^ε_t )^′(z) | |z|^γ dz ≤ t^{γ2} ∫ |z|≤t^{12} | (p^ε_t )^′(z) | dz + ∫ |z|>t^{12} | (p^ε_t )^′(z) | |z|^γ dz ≲ t^{γ−12} + 2 ∫_π t^12

t^{− 12} |z|^{γ−1} dz ≲ t^{γ−12} , (6.11)

and similarly for γ = 0 we obtain (6.2): ∫_π −π | (p^ε_t )^′(z) | dz ≤ ∫ |z|≤t^{12} | (p^ε_t )^′(z) | dz + ∫ |z|>t^{12} | (p^ε_t )^′(z) | dz ≤ t^{−1}t^{12} + 2 ∫_π t^12 t^{− 12} |z|^{−1} dz ≲ t^{− 12} | | log t | |. (6.12)

(ii) In order to prove (6.3) we again have to get pointwise bounds bounds on the

integrand. We distinguish between two different cases: the case where |x| > s^12

and the case where |x| ≤ s^12 .

Let us start by the first case, i.e. let us assume that |x| > s^12 . In that case

p^ε_s(z − x) is not a good approximation of p^ε_s(z) and we bound the difference by the

sum. We write ∫_π −π ( p^ε_s(z) − p^ε_s(z − x) )_2| z | |^{2α} dz ≲ ∫_π −π p^ε_s(z)^2 | |z | |^{2α} dz + |x|^{2α} ∫_π −π p^ε_s(z)^2 dz. (6.13)

The derivation of bounds for these two integrals is similar to the calculation for

(6.1) and (6.2). In the same way as in (6.5) we get for |z| ≤ s^12 that

p^ε_s(z)^2 ≤ ( ∑ k∈Z e^{−k2f(εk)s} )_2

≲ s^{−1}. (6.14)

Then performing the same summation by part as in (6.6) we get for |z| > s^12

p^ε_s(z)^2 ≲ ( ∑ k∈Z ( e^{−k2f(εk)s} − e^{−(k−1)2f(ε(k−1))s} ) |z|^{−1} )_2

≲ |z|^{−2}. (6.15)

Hence we get as in (6.11) and (6.12) that ∫_π −π (p^ε_s)^′(z)^2|z|^{2α} dz ≲ s^{α− 12} + ∫_π s^12 |z|^{2α−2} dz ≲ s^{α− 12} . (6.16) and ∫_π −π (p^ε_s)^′(z)^2 dz ≲ |x|^{2α} ( s^{− 12} + ∫_π s^12 |z|^{−2} dz ) ≲ |x|^{2α}s^{− 12} . (6.17)

Now let us treat the second case, where |x| ≤ s^12 . In that case we write p^ε_s(z) − p^ε_s(z − x) = 1 √ 2π ∑ k∈Z^⋆ e^{−k2f(εk)s}e^{ikz} ( 1 − e^{ikx} ) . As before we use a brutal bound for |z| ≤ s^12 ( p^ε_s(z) − p^ε_s(z − x) )_2 ≲ ( ∑ k∈Z^⋆ e^{−k2f(εk)s}|kx| )_2 ≲ |x|^2s^{−2}, and a summation by part if |z| > s^12 . As above in (6.6) and (6.7) we get | | | ∑ k∈Z^⋆ e^{−k2f(εk)s}e^{ikz} ( 1 − e^{ikx} )| | ≲ |z|^{−1} | | ∑ k∈Z^⋆ e^{−k2f(εk)s} ( 1 − e^{ikx} ) − e^{−(k−1)2f(ε(k−1))s} ( 1 − e^{i(k−1)x} )| | ≲ |z|^{−1} ∑ k∈Z^⋆ | |e_{−k}^2_{f(εk)s} − e_{−(k−1)}^2_{f(ε(k−1))s} | | | |1 − e_{ikx} | |

+ |z|^{−1} ∑ k∈Z^⋆ e^{−k2 f(ε(k−1)) s} | |e^{ikx} − e^{i(k−1)x} | |. The first sum can be bounded as above in (6.10) ∑ k∈Z^⋆ | |e^{−k2f(εk)s} − e^{−(k−1)2f(ε(k−1))s} | | | |1 − e^{ikx} | | ≲ ∑ k∈Z^⋆ | |e_{−k}^2_{f(εk)s} − e_{−(k−1)}^2_{f(ε(k−1))s} | | |kx| ≲ |x|s_−^1_2 .

For the second sum we write ∑ k∈Z^⋆ e^{−k2 f(ε(k−1)) s} | |e^{ikx} − e^{i(k−1)x} | | ≲ |x| ∑ k∈Z^⋆ e^{−k2 f(ε(k−1)) s} ≲ |x|s^{− 12} . Hence integrating over z yields ∫_π −π ( p^ε_s(z) − p^ε_s(z − x) )_2| z | |^{2α} dz ≲ s^α ∫ |z|≤s^12 |x|^2s^{−2}dz + ∫ |z|>s^12 |z|^{−2+2α}|x|^2s^{−1}dz ≲ |x|^2s^{α− 32} .

Finally, integrating over s we get, splitting the integral over [0, t] into an integral over [0, |x|^2 ∧ t] and an integral over [|x|^2 ∧ t, t] ∫_t 0 ∫_π −π ( p^ε_s(z) − p^ε_s(z − x) )_2| z | |^{2α} dy ds

≤ ∫_{|x|}2_{∧t} 0 s^{α− 12} + |x|^{2α}s^{− 12} ds + ∫_t |x|^2∧t |x|^2s^{α− 32} ds ≲ |x|t^α , thus concluding the proof. □

We will now proceed to prove bounds on the regularisation property of the approximate heat semigroup S_ε on Hölder spaces. These bounds are similar to the well-known optimal regularity results for the heat semigroup S. Unfortunately, we cannot apply standard multiplier results in Hölder spaces such as the one in [ABB04], since in our application the conditions in these spaces are typically not satisfied uniformly in ε. We circumvent this problem by proving optimal regularity in L^p-based Sobolev spaces and then use Sobolev embeddings. In this way, we do not obtain the optimal regularity though, but we always loose an arbitrarily small exponent κ.

We first state a simple corollary of the classical Marcinkiewicz multiplier theorem [Mar39]. In order to state the result we introduce the following notation. For any sequence {m(k)}_{k∈Z} we define ‖m‖_M := sup_{k∈Z}|m(k)| + sup_{l≥0} 2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l ∑ σ∈{−1,1} |m(σk) − m(σ(k + 1))| . (6.18) The result can now be formulated as follows.

Lemma 6.3. Let {m(k)}_{k∈Z} be a real sequence and let T_m be the associated Fourier multiplication operator given by T_me^{ik·} = m(k)e^{ik·} . For any γ ∈ R we define the sequence {m^γ }_{k∈Z} by

m^γ (k) = |k|^{−γ} m(k) (6.19)

for k ≠ 0 and m^γ (0) = m(0). Then, for any γ̄ > (0 ∧ −γ) and any 0 < κ < γ̄ we have ‖ ‖T_m ‖ ‖_{Cγ̄+γ →Cγ̄−κ} ≲ ‖m^γ ‖_M. Proof. For any 1 < p < ∞ the Marcinkiewicz multiplier theorem [Mar39] asserts that ‖ ‖T_{mγ} ‖ ‖_{Lp→Lp} ≲ ‖m^γ ‖_M, where T_mγ is the Fourier multiplier associated to m^γ . Hence, it follows immediately from the definition of the Bessel potential spaces H^{γ,p} that ‖ T_m ‖ H^{γ+γ̄−κ/2,p}→H^{γ̄−κ/2,p} ≲ ‖m γ ‖_M. (See, e.g. [Gra09, Section 6.1.2] or [Mey92] for proofs in the whole space; the extension to the torus is immediate.) Then the desired statement follows from the embedding C^{γ+γ̄} → H^{γ+γ̄−κ/2,p}, and the Sobolev embedding H^{γ̄−κ/2,p} → C^{γ̄−κ}, which holds as soon as p is sufficiently large. □

With this result in hand we are now ready to derive the bounds on S_ε. Throughout the following lemmas we will use the notation m_{ε,t}(k) = e^{−k2f(εk)t}. (6.20) In this notation Assumption 1.2 implies that sup_{ε,t>0} ‖ ‖m_{ε,t} ‖ ‖_{BV} < ∞. (6.21)

This is because m_{ε,t}(k) = b_{t/ε}2 (εk), and the BV-norm is invariant under reparametrisations.

Lemma 6.4. For any γ, γ̄ ≥ 0 and for any t > 0 we have sup ε∈(0,1) ‖S_ε(t)‖_Cγ̄_{→C}γ̄+γ−κ ≲ t^{− γ2} . (6.22) Proof. We have for any k ∈ Z^⋆ that |k|^γ m_{ε,t}(k) = |k|^γ e^{−k2f(εk)t} ≲ t^{− γ2} sup_{x∈R} |x|^γ e^{−x2cf} ≲ t^{− γ2} . To bound the BV norm of |k|^γ m_{ε,t} we write ∑ k∈Z\{0,1} | | |k + 1|_γ m_{ε,t}(k + 1) − |k|_γ m_{ε,t}(k) | |

≤ ∑ k∈Z\{0,1} | |k + 1|^γ − |k|^γ | m_{ε,t}(k) + ∑ k∈Z\{0,1} |k|^γ |m_{ε,t}(k + 1) − m_{ε,t}(k)|. To bound the first term we use the fact that | | |k + 1|^γ − |k|^γ | | ≲ |k|^{γ−1} to obtain ∑ k∈Z\{0,1} | |k + 1|^γ − |k|^γ | m_{ε,t}(k) ≲ ∑ k∈Z\{0,1} |k|^{γ−1}e^{−k2tcf} ≲ t^{− γ2} . To bound the second term we use the same argument as above in (6.9) to show that | |t^1_2 k | |^γ ≲ ( e^{−k2f(εk)t/2} + e^{−(k−1)2f(ε(k−1))t/2} )_{−1} . (6.23)

This bound then implies that ∑ k∈Z\{0,1} |k|^γ |m_{ε,t}(k + 1) − m_{ε,t}(k)| ≲ t^{γ2} ∑ k∈Z\{0,1} |m_{ε,t/2}(k + 1) − m_{ε,t/2}(k)| ≲ t^{γ2} , where in the last inequality we have made use of (6.21). Then Lemma 6.3 implies the desired bound (6.22) □

Lemma 6.5. For any γ ∈ [0, 1], for γ̄ ≥ 0, and for κ > 0 we have sup t∈[0,T ] ‖S(t) − S_ε(t)‖_Cγ̄+γ_{→C}γ̄−κ ≲ ε^γ . (6.24)

Proof. As a shorthand, we use the notations

δ_εm_t := m_{ε,t} − m_t , δ_εm^γ_t := m^γ_{ε,t} − m^γ_t ,

where m_{ε,t} is defined in (6.20) and m^γ_{ε,t}(k) := |k|^{−γ} m_{ε,t} and m^γ_t := |k|^{−γ} m_t as in (6.19). The bound follows from 6.3 as soon as we have established the estimate ‖ ‖δ_εm^γ_t ‖ ‖_M ≲ ε^γ . (6.25)

Observe that δ_εm^γ_t (0) = 0, so that from now on we will only deal with k ≠ 0. By symmetry it suffices to consider the positive Fourier modes, hence, to simplify notation, we will neglect the terms with σ = −1 in the definition of ‖ · ‖_M.

In order to establish (6.25) we start by showing that sup_{k∈Z} | δ_εm^γ_t (k) | ≲ ε^γ . (6.26)

Recall that according to Assumption 1.1 f is differentiable on (−δ, δ) with bounded derivatives. Therefore, if 0 < |εk| ≤ δ we can write | |δ_εm^γ_t (k) | | = 1 |k|^γ [ e^{−tk2f(εk)} − e^{−tk2} ] (6.27) ≲ 1 |k|^γ e^{−cf tk2} tk^2 | f(εk) − 1 | ≲ 1 |k|^γ |εk| ≲ ε^γ . Here we have made use of the fact that the function x → x exp ( −c_f x ) is bounded on [0, ∞) as well as of the boundedness of f^′ on (−δ, δ).

If |εk| ≥ δ the bound (6.26) can be established simply by writing | δ_εm^γ_t (k) | ≲ |k|^{−γ} ≲ ε^γ . (6.28) The bounds on the BV-norms of the Paley-Littlewood blocks

2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l | δ_εm^γ_t (k) − δ_εm^γ_t (k + 1) |

require more thought. Actually, we can always write using the inequality |fg|_{BV} ≤ |f|_C0 |g|_{BV} + |g|_C0 |f|_{BV} 2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l | δ_εm^γ_t (k) − δ_εm^γ_t (k + 1) | ≤ 1 2^{lγ} 2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l | δ_εm_t(k) − δ_εm_t(k + 1) |

+ 1 2^{lγ} sup k∈[2^l,2^{l+1}] | δ_εm_t(k) | . (6.29)

The second summand can be bounded as in (6.27) and (6.28). We get 1 2^{lγ} sup k∈[2^l,2^{l+1}] | δ_εm_t(k) | ≲ ε^γ . (6.30)

For the first term on the right-hand side of (6.29) we distinguish between different cases.

We first consider the case where ε2^{l+1} ≥ δ. In this case the m_{ε,t}(k) for k ∈ [2^l, 2^{l+1}] are not good approximations to the m_t(k). Hence we bound the difference by the sum | |δ_εm_t(k)−δ_εm_t(k+1) | | ≤ | |m_{ε,t}(k)−m_{ε,t}(k+1) | |+ | |m_t(k)−m_t(k+1) | | . (6.31)

Then we get using Assumption 1.2 on the boundedness of the BV norm of m_{ε,t} 1 2^{lγ} 2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l | |m_{ε,t}(k) − m_{ε,t}(k + 1) | | ≲ 1 2^{lγ} ≲ ε^γ . (6.32)

The second term on the right-hand side of (6.31) can be bounded in the same way.

Secondly, we consider the case ε2^{l+1} < δ. In order to treat this case, we claim that for any non-negative numbers g_{ij} with i, j ∈ {0, 1}, we have |e^{−g00} − e^{−g01} − e^{−g10} + e^{−g11} | ≤ e^{−m} [| |g_{00} − g_{01} − g_{10} + g_{11} | | (6.33) + ( |g_{00} − g_{01}| + |g_{10} − g_{11}| )( |g_{00} − g_{10}| + |g_{01} − g_{11}| )] , where m = min g_{ij} . To see this, set

g(λ, μ) = (1 − λ)(1 − μ)g_{00} + (1 − λ)μg_{01} + λ(1 − μ)g_{10} + λμg_{11} and note that the left-hand side of (6.33) can be written as | | ∫_1 0 ∫_1 0 ∂_λ∂_μ exp(−g(λ, μ)) dλ dμ | | ≤ | | ∫_1 0 ∫_1 0 [ |∂_λ∂_μg(λ, μ)| + |∂_λg(λ, μ)||∂_μg(λ, μ)| ] exp(−g(λ, μ)) dλ dμ | | . The estimate (6.33) follows using the inequalities ∂_λ∂_μg(λ, μ) = g_{00} − g_{01} − g_{10} + g_{11} , ∂_λg(λ, μ) ≤ |g_{00} − g_{10}| + |g_{01} − g_{11}| , ∂_μg(λ, μ) ≤ |g_{00} − g_{01}| + |g_{10} − g_{11}| , g(λ, μ) ≥ m . Applying this estimate to g_{0i} = (k + i)^2t and g_{1i} = (k + i)^2tf(ε(k + i)), we infer that 1 2^{lγ} 2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l | δ_εm_t(k) − δ_εm_t(k + 1) | ≤ 1 2^{lγ} 2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l e^{−cf tk2} ( B_{ε,t}(k) + C_{ε,t}(k) ) (6.34) where B_{ε,t}(k) = | |tk^2 ( f(εk) − 1 ) − t(k + 1)^2 ( f(ε(k + 1)) − 1 )| | ≲ tεk^2 , and, taking into account that εk ≲ 1, C_{ε,t}(k) = [| |tk^2 − t(k + 1)^2 | | + | |tk^2f(εk) − t(k + 1)^2f(ε(k + 1)) | | ]

× [| |tk^2 ( f(εk) − 1 )| | + t(k + 1)^2 | f(ε(k + 1)) − 1 |] ≲ (tk) · (tεk^3) = t^2εk^4 .

Using these bounds, together with the fact that M = sup_{x≥0}{xe^{−x}, x^2e^{−x}} < ∞, we infer that 1 2^{lγ} 2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l | |δ_εm_t(k) − δ_εm_t(k + 1) | | ≲ M 2^{lγ} 2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l ε ≲ 2^{l(1−γ)}ε ≲ ε^γ . This finishes the proof of (6.25) and hence of (6.24). □

The following result is now an immediate consequence.

Corollary 6.6. Let λ ∈ [0, 1] and α ≤ γ + λ. For κ > 0 sufficiently small, |S(t) − S_ε(t)|_Cα_{→C}γ ≲ t^{− 12 (γ−α+λ+κ)}ε^λ . (6.35) Proof. This follows from the decomposition S(t) − S_ε(t) = ( S(t/2) − S_ε(t/2) )( S(t/2) + S_ε(t/2) ) , and Lemma 6.4 and Lemma 6.5. □

The next result concerns the time regularity of solutions to the approximated heat equation. Recall that the approximated heat semigroup S_ε is not strongly continuous at 0 and we cannot expect convergence to zero of | |S_ε(t) − Id | |_{Cγ →C0} as t → 0. However, the following result states that the approximating semigroup has nice time continuity properties for times t ≥ s with a blowup if s ≤ ε^2.

Lemma 6.7. Let γ̄ ≥ 0 and γ ∈ [0, 2]. Then, for all t ≥ s > 0 we have |S_ε(t) − S_ε(s)|_Cγ̄+γ+κ_{→C}γ̄ ≲ ( 1 + ε^γ s^{− γ2} ) |t − s|^{γ2} . Proof. As above we write m^γ_{ε,t}(k) = k^{−γ} exp(−tk^2f(εk)) , m_{ε,t}(k) = exp(−tk^2f(εk)) . Lemma 6.3 implies the desired result as soon as we have established that | m^γ_{ε,t} − m^γ_{ε,s} | M ≲ ( 1 + ε^γ s^{− γ2} ) (t − s)^{γ2} ,

where the norm | · |_M has been defined in (6.18). By symmetry it suffices to consider the Fourier coefficients with k > 0, i.e. the terms with σ = 1. Throughout the calculations we will write δ_{s,t}m^γ_ε (k) := m^γ_{ε,t}(k) − m^γ_{ε,s}(k) , and similarly for δ_{s,t}m_ε.

In order to bound the supremum of the δ_{s,t}m^γ_ε we write for any k ∈ Z^⋆ |δ_{s,t}m^γ_ε (k)| = k^{−γ} e^{−sk2f(εk)} ( 1 − e^{−(t−s)k2f(εk)} ) ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} e^{−sk2f(εk)}f(εk)^{γ2} If |εk| ≤ δ Assumption 1.1 implies that f is bounded and hence the whole expression is bounded by |t − s|^γ2 up to a constant. If |εk| > δ we can write

(t − s)^{γ2} e^{−sk2f(εk)}f(εk)^{γ2} ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} e^{− s}ε^{2 δ2f(εk)}f(εk)^{γ2} (6.36) ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ε^γ s^{− γ2} sup_{x∈R} e^{−δ2 |x|}|x|^{γ2} ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} . It remains to bound the Paley-Littlewood blocks. We start with the case 0 < ε2^{l+1} ≤ δ. On [−δ, δ] the function f is C^1 by assumption. In this case we will show that_{2l+1−1} ∑ k=2^l | |δ_{s,t}m^γ_ε (k) − δ_{s,t}m^γ_ε (k + 1) | | ≲ |t − s|^{γ/2} . (6.37) We start by writing

2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l | δ_{s,t}m^γ_ε (k) − δ_{s,t}m^γ_ε (k + 1) | ≤ ∫_2l+1

2^l | ∂_xδ_{s,t}m^γ_ε (x) | dx

≤ ∫_2l+1

2^l | | [ ε(t − s)x^{2−γ} f^′(εx) + 2x^{1−γ} (t − s)f(εx) ] e^{−tx2f(εx)} | | dx + ∫_2l+1

2^l | | εsx^3f^′(εx) + 2sx^2f(εx) + γ x^{1+γ} | | ( e^{−sx2f(εx)} − e^{−tx2f(εx)} ) dx ≲ |t − s| ∫_2l+1

2^l x^{1−γ} e^{−tx2f(εx)} dx (6.38) + ∫_2l+1

2^l

sx^2 + 1 x^{1+γ} ( e^{−sx2f(εx)} − e^{−tx2f(εx)} ) dx . For the first term, we use the boundedness of f on [−δ, δ] as well as the lower bound f ≥ c_f , so that |t − s| ∫_2l+1

2^l | |x_{1−γ} e_{−tx}^2_{f(εx)} | | dx ≤ |t − s|^γ_2 ∫_{|t−s|}1/2_2l+1 |t−s|^{1/2}2^l z^{1−γ} e^{−z2cf} dz ≲ |t − s|^{γ2} , as required, where we used the fact that |t − s| ≤ t. We break the second term in two components. For the first one, we have

∫_2l+1

2^l sx^2 x^{1+γ} ( e^{−sx2f(εx)} − e^{−tx2f(εx)} ) dx ≲ ∫_2l+1

2^l sx^{1−γ} e^{−sx2cf} | 1 − e^{−(t−s) x2f(εx)} | dx ≲ ∫_2l+1

2^l sx^{1−γ} e^{−sx2cf} | |(t − s) x^2f(εx) | |^γ2 dx ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ∫_∞ 0 z e^{−2z2cf} dz ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} . For the remaining term, we obtain

∫_2l+1

2^l 1 x^{1+γ} ( e^{−sx2f(εx)} − e^{−tx2f(εx)} ) dx ≲ ∫_2l+1

2^l 1 x^{1+γ} | |1 − e^{−(t−s) x2f(εx)} | | dx ≲ ∫_2l+1

2^l 1 ∧ |t − s|x^2 x^{1+γ} dx ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} ∫_∞ 0 1 ∧ z^2 z^{1+γ} dz ≲ (t − s)^{γ2} . Let us now treat the case δ ≤ ε2^{l+1}. In this case we will establish

2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l | |δ_{s,t}m^γ_ε (k) − δ_{s,t}m^γ_ε (k + 1) | | ≲ ε^γ s^{− γ}_2 |t − s|^{γ/2} . (6.39)

Since δ_{s,t}m^γ_ε (x) = x^{−γ} δ_{s,t}m_ε(x), we obtain

2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l | δ_{s,t}m^γ_ε (k) − δ_{s,t}m^γ_ε (k + 1) | ≤ 1 2^{lγ} 2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l | δ_{s,t}m_ε(k) − δ_{s,t}m_ε(k + 1) |

+ 1 2^{lγ} sup k∈[2^l,2^{l+1}] | δ_{s,t}m_ε(k) | . (6.40)

The second term in this expression can be bounded by 1 2^{lγ} sup k∈[2^l,2^{l+1}] | |δ_{s,t}m_ε(k) | | ≲ 1 2^{lγ} sup k∈[2^l,2^{l+1}] exp(−sk^2f(εk))|t − s|^{γ2} k^γ f(εk)^{γ2} ≲ |t − s|^{γ2} sup_{k∈[2l,2l+1]} e^{−sk2f(εk)}f(εk)^{γ2} . As above in (6.36) using the fact that k ≥^1_2 δ this expression can be bounded by ε^γ s^{− γ}2 |t − s|^γ2 up to a constant.

It remains to bound the terms 1 2^{lγ} 2^{l+1}−1∑

k=2^l | |δ_{s,t}m_ε(k) − δ_{s,t}m_ε(k + 1) | | ≤ 1 2^{lγ} |δ_{s,t}m_ε|_{BV} . (6.41)

For this, it turns out to be sufficient to show that for any λ_1 < λ_2 we have the bound | |G_{λ1 ,λ2} | |_{BV} ≲ λ^2 − λ^1 λ_1

, (6.42)

where

G_{λ1 ,λ2} (x) := exp ( − λ_1x^2f(x) ) − exp ( − λ_2x^2f(x) ) . Assuming that we have established (6.42), we can rewrite δ_{s,t}m_ε as δ_{s,t}m_ε(x) = G s_{ε2 ,} t_{ε2} (εx) . Then (6.42) implies the bound |δ_{s,t}m_ε(x)|_{BV} ≲ |t − s| s . On the other hand, Assumption 1.2 immediately implies that |δ_{s,t}m_ε(x)|_{BV} ≲ 1, so that |δ_{s,t}m_ε(x)|_{BV} ≲ |t − s|^γ2 s^{− γ}2 . Plugging this back into (6.41) and using the fact that ε2^l ≥ δ/2, we immediately obtain the required bound.

It remains to show (6.42).For any ^x, c > 0 we set A_c(^x) = e^{−^x} − e^{−(1+c )^x}. then for ^x < ^y we observe the bound |A_c(^x) − A_c(^y)| = ∫_{^y} ^x e^{−z} − (1 + c)e^{−(1+c )z} dz ≲ c ∫_{^y} ^x e^{− z2} dz = c | e^{− ^x2} − e^{− ^y2} | . Applying the observation for ^x := λ_1x^2f(x) and for c :=^{λ2−λ1}_{λ1} we see that the BV-norm of G_{λ1,λ2} is bounded by^{λ2−λ1}_{λ1} times the BV-norm of exp ( −^{λ1}_2 x^2f(x) ) . This on the other hand is bounded uniformly in λ_1 by Assumption 1.2, so that we have established (6.42). □

APPENDIX A. ROUGH INTEGRALS

In this appendix we briefly summarise the definition and the properties of rough integrals we use. We refer the reader to [LQ02, Gub04, LCL07, HW13, FV10] for a more complete account of rough path theory.

As above for X ∈ C^0 we will always use the notation δX(x, y) := X(y) − X(x). For R ∈ B^0 we will write δR(x, y, z) := R(x, z) − R(x, y) − R(y, z). See [Gub04, GT10] for a discussion of the algebraic properties of these operators.

We want to define integrals of the type ∫_y x Y (z) ⊗ dZ(z) (A.1)

for functions Y, Z ∈ C^α for some α ∈ (0, 1). If α >^1_2 such integrals can be defined as limits of Riemann-sums of type ∑ i Y (x_i) ⊗ δZ(x_i, x_{i+1}). (A.2)

This yields the Young integral.

If α ≤^1_2 Riemann sums of type (A.2) will in general fail to converge. The idea is then to define a better approximation with the help of additional data. To this end we introduce the following definitions.

Definition A.1. An α-rough path consists of two functions X ∈ C^α(R^n ) and X ∈ B^{2α} ( R^n ⊗ R^n ) satisfying the relation X(x, z) − X(x, y) − X(y, z) = δX(x, y) ⊗ δX(y, z) (A.3) for all x, y, z. An α-rough path (X, X) is called geometric if in addition for every x, y the symmetric part X^+(x, y) =^1_2 (X(x, y) + X(x, y)^T of X(x, y) satisfies

X^+(x, y) = 1 2 δX(x, y) ⊗ δX(x, y). Following [Gub04] we also define:

Definition A.2. Let X be in C^α A pair (Y, Y^′) with Y ∈ C^α and Y^′ ∈ C^α(L(R^n )) is said to be controlled by X if for all x, y δY (x, y) = Y^′(x) δX(x, y) + R_Y (x, y), (A.4) with a remainder R_Y ∈ B^{2α}.

Note that (A.4) is a linear condition. So for a given X the space of paths that are controlled by X is a vector space.

Remark A.3. In general the decomposition (A.4) need not be unique, but in all of the situations we will encounter there is a natural choice of Y^′, which will be called the rough path derivative of Y .

If Y, Z are controlled by X and there is a choice of X turning (X, X) into a rough path, we construct the rough integral integral ∫ Y dZ as the limit of the second order approximations ∑ i Y (x_i) ⊗ ( Z(x_{i+1}) − Z(x_i) ) + Y^′(x_i) X(x_i, x_{i+1}) Z^′(x_i)^T . (A.5)

If α >^1_3 , it turns out that these approximations converge:

Lemma A.4 ([Gub04, Thm 1 and Cor. 2]). Let α >^1_3 . Suppose (X, X) is an α rough path and Y, Z are controlled by X. Then the Riemann-sums defined in (A.5) converge as the mesh of the partition goes to zero. We call the limit rough integral and denote it by ∫ Y (x) ⊗ dZ(x). The mapping (Y, Z) → ∫ Y ⊗ dZ is bilinear and we have the following bound: ∫_y x Y (z) ⊗ dZ(z) = Y (x) ⊗ δZ(x, y) + Y^′(x)X(x, y)Z^′(x)^T + Q(x, y), (A.6) where the remainder satisfies | Q | 3α ≲ |R_Y |_{2α}|Z|_α + |Y^′|_C0 |X|_α|R_Z |_{2α} + |X|_{2α} ( |Y^′|_α|Z^′|_C0 + |Y^′|_C0 |Z^′|_α ) + |X|^2_α|Y^′|_C0 |Z|_α. (A.7)

The rough integral also possesses continuity properties with respect to different rough paths. We refer the reader to [Gub04] for more details. The reason for using the notation ∫ instead of ∫ is to keep a reminder of the fact that this is really an abuse of notation since ∫ Y dZ also depends on the choices of Y^′, Z^′, and X.

APPENDIX B. REGULARITY RESULTS

We first quote a variation on a classical regularity statement due to Garsia, Rodemich and Rumsey [GRR71]. For R ∈ B^0 we will use the notation |δR|_{[x,y]} := sup x≤z_1<z_2<z_3≤y | |δR(z_1, z_2, z_3) | | , where δR(z_1, z_2, z_3) := R(z_1, z_3) − R(z_1, z_2) − R(z_2, z_3). The following result is a special case of [Gub04, Lemma 4] applied to the functions ψ(u) = u^p and p(x) = x^{α+2/p}. Lemma B.1. Let α ≥ 0 and p ≥ 1. For R ∈ B^0 we have |R|_α ≲ ( ∫ [−π,π]^2 |R(x, y)|^p |x − y|^{αp+2} dx dy )_{1/p} + sup_{x<y} |δR|_{[x,y]} |x − y|^α . In the special case where R(x, y) = f(y)−f(x) for some function f, the second term vanishes and one recovers a version of the Sobolev embedding theorem.

We will now proceed to extend this statement to derive bounds on functions that depend on several variables. We will use the abbreviated notation ‖F ‖_Cα1_{T (C}α_{2 )} := ‖F ‖_Cα_{1 ([0,T ],C}α_{2 [−π,π])},

and similarly for ‖R‖_Cα1_{T (B}α_{2 )}.

Lemma B.2. Let α_1, α_2 > 0, let γ_1, γ_2 ∈ [0, 1] and let p ≥ 1 be such that

α_1 < γ_1λ_1 − 1 p , α_2 < γ_2λ_2 − 1 p (B.1)

for some λ_1, λ_2 > 0, λ_3 ≥ 0 with λ_1 + λ_2 + λ_3 = 1.

(1) Let F be a random function in C([0, T ], C[−π, π]) satisfying sup x∈[−π,π] E | |F (t, x) − F (s, x) | |^p ≤ U^p_1 |t − s|^γ1^p , (B.2a) sup t∈[0,T ] E | |F (t, x) − F (t, y) | |^p ≤ U^p_2 |x − y|^γ2^p , (B.2b) sup x∈[−π,π] t∈[0,T ] E | |F (t, x) | |^p ≤ U^p_3 . (B.2c)

Then we have E ‖ ‖F ‖ ‖^p_{Cα1T (Cα2 )} ≲ ( (U^{λ1}_1 + U^{λ1}_3 )(U^{λ2}_2 + U^{λ2}_3 )U^{λ3}_3 )_p . (B.3)

(2) Similarly, let R be a random function in C([0, T ], B^0[−π, π]) satisfying sup x,y∈[−π,π] E | |R(t, x, y) − R(s; x, y) | |^p ≤ U^p_1 |t − s|^γ1^p , (B.4a) sup t∈[0,T ] E | |R(t; x, y) | |^p ≤ U^p_2 |x − y|^γ2^p , (B.4b) sup t∈[0,T ] E | |δR(t) | |^p_{[x,y]} ≤ U^p_2 |x − y|^γ2^p , (B.4c) sup x,y∈[−π,π] t∈[0,T ] E | R(t; x, y) |_p ≤ U^p_3 . (B.4d)

Then we have E ‖ R ‖_p C^{α1}_T (B^α2 ) ≲ ( (U^{λ1}_1 + U^{λ1}_3 )(U^{λ2}_2 + U^{λ2}_3 )U^{λ3}_3 )_p . (B.5)

Proof. Let us start by proving (B.3). To this end for fixed 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T we introduce the notation F_{s,t}(x) = F (t, x) − F (s, x). We have to bound the quantity E ‖ F ‖_p C^{α1}_T (C^α2 ) ≲ E ( sup 0≤s<t≤T | |F_{s,t} | |_{Cα2} |t − s|^{α1} )_p + E | F (0, ·) |_p C^α2 . (B.6)

To this end for fixed s, t we can write E | |F_{s,t} | |^p_{Cα2} ≲ E ( sup x≠y∈[−π,π] | F_{s,t}(y) − F_{s,t}(x) | |x − y|^{α2} )_p + E | |F_{s,t}(0) | |^p. (B.7)

For the first term we get using the Garsia-Rodemich-Rumsey Lemma B.1, E ( sup x,y∈[−π,π] | F_{s,t}(y) − F_{s,t}(x) | |x − y|^{α2} )_p

≲ E [ ∫ [−π,π]^2 |F_{s,t}(x) − F_{s,t}(y)|^p |x − y|^{α2p+2} dx dy ]

= ∫ [−π,π]^2 1 |x − y|^{α2p+2} E ( F_{s,t}(x) − F_{s,t}(y) )_p dx dy. (B.8)

Using Hölder inequality the expectation in the last integral can be bounded by E | |F_{s,t}(x) − F_{s,t}(y) | |^p ≲ sup z∈{x,y} ( E | |F (t, z) − F (s, z) | |^p)^{λ1} × sup_{r∈{s,t}} ( E | F (r, x) − F (r, y) |_p)_{λ2}

× sup z∈{x,y} r∈{s,t} ( E | |F (r, z) | |^p)^{λ3}

≤ ( U^p_1 |t − s|^{pγ1} )_{λ1} ( U^p_2 |x − y|^{pγ2} )_{λ2} ( U^p_3 )_{λ3} .

(B.9)

Here in the last step we have made use of the bounds (B.2a), (B.2b), and (B.2c).

Similarly, according to the assumption (B.2a) and (B.2c) we get for the second

term on the right-hand side of (B.7) E | F_{s,t}(0) |_p ≲ ( U^p_1 |t − s|^{pγ1} )_{λ1} ( U^p_3 )_{λ2+λ3} . (B.10)

Therefore, we get E | |F_{s,t} | |^p_{Cα2} ≲ (U^λ1_1 U^λ3_3 |t − s|^γ1^λ1 )^p × ( U^{pλ2}_3 + U^{pλ2}_2 ∫ [−π,π]^2 |x − y|^{pγ2λ2} |x − y|^{α2p+2} dx dy ) . (B.11)

The integral appearing in (B.11) is finite if and only if α_2 satisfies the condition

given in (B.1). So in that case we get E | F_{s,t} |_p C^γ2 ≲ ( U^{λ1}_1 U^{λ3}_3 |t − s|^{γ1λ1} )_p( U^{λ2}_2 + U^{λ2}_3 )_p . (B.12)

Then, to get uniform bounds in s, t we apply the Garsia-Rodemich-Rumsey Lemma

to the first term on the right-hand side of (B.6) E ( sup 0≤s,t≤T | |F_{s,t} | |_{Cα2} |t − s|^{α1} )_p ≲ ∫ [0,T ]^2 E | |F_{s,t} | |^p_{Cα2} |t − s|^{α1p+2} ds dt (B.13) ≲ ( U^{λ1}_1 U^{λ3}_3 )_p( U^{λ2}_2 + U^{λ2}_3 )_p ∫ [0,T ]^2 |t − s|^{γ1λ1p} |t − s|^{α1p+2} ds dt. The integral appearing on the right-hand side of (B.13) is finite if and only if α_1

satisfies the condition (B.1). Then we get E ( sup 0≤s,t≤T | |F_{s,t} | |_{Cα2} |t − s|^{α1} )_p ≲ ( U^{λ1}_1 U^{λ3}_3 )_p( U^{λ2}_2 + U^{λ2}_3 )_p . Finally, to conclude it only remains to bound the term E | |F (0, ·) | |^p_{Cα2} on the right-

hand side of (B.6). This can be done by observing that E | |F (0, ·) | |^p_{Cα2} ≲ E | |F (0, 0) | |^p + ∫ [−π,π]^2 1 |x − y|^{α2p+2} E | |F (0, x) − F (0, y) | |^p dx dy ≲ U^p_3 + U^{(λ1+λ3)p}

3 U^{λ2p}_2 ≲ U^{(λ1+λ3)p}

3 (U^{λ2}_2 + U^{λ2}_3 )^p.

This finishes the proof of (B.3).

The proof of (B.5) is very similar and we only sketch it. As above we will use

the notation R_{s,t}(x, y) = R(t; x, y) − R(s; x, y).

Similarly to (B.6) we need to derive a bound on E ‖ R ‖_p C^{α1}_T (B^α2 ) ≲ E ( sup 0≤s<t≤T 1 |t − s|^{α1} | R_{s,t} | α_2 )_p + E | R(0; ·, ·) |_p α_2 . (B.14)

For fixed s, t we get using Gubinelli’s version of the Garsia-Rodemich-Rumsey inequality B.1 E | R_{s,t} |_p α_2 ≲ ∫ [−π,π]^2 E [ |R_{s,t}(x, y)|^p + |δR_{s,t}|^p_{[x,y]} ] |x − y|^{α2p+2} dx dy . (B.15) The difference with respect to the case of F is the appearance of the extra term |δR|_{[x.y]}. On the other side there is no lower order term in the B^{α2} norm. Then using Hölder inequality and the bounds (B.4a), (B.4b), (B.4c) and (B.4d), and then the integrability condition (B.1) in the same way as in (B.8) and (B.9), the expectation in the right-hand side of (B.15) can be bounded by ( U^p_1 |t − s|^{pγ1} )_{λ1} ( U^p_2 |x − y|^{pγ2} )_{λ2} ( U^p_3 )_{λ3} . Plugging this back in (B.14) we get as in (B.13), E ( sup 0≤s<t≤T | |R_{s,t} | |_{α2} |t − s|^{α1} )_p

≲ ( U^{λ1}_1 U^{λ3}_3 )_p · ( U^{λ2}_2 + U^{λ2}_3 )_p ∫ [0,T ]^2 |t − s|^{γ1λ1p} |t − s|^{α1p+2} ds dt ≲ ( U^{λ1}_1 U^{λ3}_3 )_p · ( U^{λ2}_2 + U^{λ2}_3 )_p . Then applying Lemma B.1 once more we can bound the second term appearing on the right-hand side of (B.14) by E | R(0; ·, ·) |_p α_2 ≲ ( U^{λ2}_2 U^{λ1+λ3}_3 )_p . This finishes the proof of (B.5). □

In a similar spirit is the following Banach space-valued version of Kolmogorov’s continuity criterion, which is slightly more convenient in some cases.

Lemma B.3. Let (φ(t))_{t∈[0,T ]} be a Banach space-valued random field having the property that for any q ∈ (2, ∞) there exists a constant K_q > 0 such that ( E ‖φ(t)‖^q ) 1_q ≤ K_q ( E ‖φ(t)‖^2 ) 1_2 , ( E ‖φ(s) − φ(t)‖^q ) 1_q ≤ K_q ( E ‖φ(s) − φ(t)‖^2 ) 1_2 , (B.16)

for all s, t ∈ [0, T ]. Furthermore, suppose that the estimate E ‖φ(s) − φ(t)‖^2 ≤ K_0|s − t|^δ holds for some K_0, δ > 0 and all s, t ∈ [0, T ]. Then, for every p > 0 there exists C > 0 such that

E sup t∈[0,T ] ‖φ(t)‖^p ≤ C ( K_0 + E ‖φ(0)‖^2 ) p_2 .

The conditions (B.16) are satisfied for random fields taking values in a fixed Gaussian chaos, as follows from the following well-known result, which is a consequence of the hypercontractivity of the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck semigroup due to Nelson [Nel73]. In order to formulate the result, we introduce some notation.

Let (Ω, F, P) be a probability space, let H be a separable Hilbert space, and let ι : H → L^2(Ω) be an isometry with the property that ι(h) is centered Gaussian for all h ∈ H. For a separable Banach space E, the E-valued Gaussian chaos of order m ≥ 0 is defined as H_m(E) := lin{H_m(ι(h)) ⊗ x : ‖h‖ = 1, x ∈ E} , where H_m is the Hermite polynomial of degree m and the closure is taken in L^2(Ω, P; E). We set H_{≤m}(E) := ⋃_m ℓ=0 H_l(E). More information on Banach space-valued Gaussian chaos can be found in [FV10, KW92, Maa10].

Lemma B.4. Let 1 ≤ p < ∞ and m ≥ 0. For all F ∈ H_{≤m}(E) we have ‖F ‖_Lp_{(Ω,P;E)} ≂ ‖F ‖_L2_{(Ω,P;E)} . REFERENCES

[ABB04] W. ARENDT, C. BATTY, and S. BU. Fourier multipliers for Hölder continuous functions and maximal regularity. Studia Math. 160, no. 1, (2004), 23–51.

[AG06] A. ALABERT and I. GYÖNGY. On numerical approximation of stochastic Burgers’ equation. In From stochastic calculus to mathematical finance, 1–15. Springer, Berlin, 2006.

[Ass11] S. ASSING. A rigorous equation for the Cole-Hopf solution of the conservative KPZ dynamics. ArXiv 1109.2886 (2011).

[BG97] L. BERTINI and G. GIACOMIN. Stochastic Burgers and KPZ equations from particle systems. Comm. Math. Phys. 183, no. 3, (1997), 571–607.

[Cor11] I. CORWIN. The Kardar-Parisi-Zhang equation and universality class. ArXiv 1106.1596 (2011). arXiv:1106.1596.

[Deb11] A. DEBUSSCHE. Weak approximation of stochastic partial differential equations: the nonlinear case. Math. Comp. 80, no. 273, (2011), 89–117.

[DG01] A. M. DAVIE and J. G. GAINES. Convergence of numerical schemes for the solution of parabolic stochastic partial differential equations. Math. Comp. 70, no. 233, (2001), 121–134.

[DPDT94] G. DA PRATO, A. DEBUSSCHE, and R. TEMAM. Stochastic Burgers’ equation. NoDEA Nonlinear Differential Equations Appl. 1, no. 4, (1994), 389–402.

[FGGR12] P. K. FRIZ, B. GESS, A. GULISASHVILI, and S. RIEDEL. Spatial rough path lifts of stochastic convolutions. arXiv:1211.0046 (2012).

[FV10] P. K. FRIZ and N. B. VICTOIR. Multidimensional stochastic processes as rough paths, vol. 120 of Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2010. Theory and applications.

[GJ10] P. GONCALVES and M. JARA. Universality of KPZ equation. ArXiv:1003.4478 (2010). [Gra09] L. GRAFAKOS. Modern Fourier analysis, vol. 250 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics.

Springer, New York, second ed., 2009.

[GRR71] A. M. GARSIA, E. RODEMICH, and H. RUMSEY, JR. A real variable lemma and the continuity of paths of some Gaussian processes. Indiana Univ. Math. J. 20, (1970/1971), 565–578.

[GT10] M. GUBINELLI and S. TINDEL. Rough evolution equations. Ann. Probab. 38, no. 1, (2010), 1–75.

[Gub04] M. GUBINELLI. Controlling rough paths. J. Funct. Anal. 216, no. 1, (2004), 86–140. [Gyö98a] I. GYÖNGY. Existence and uniqueness results for semilinear stochastic partial differential equations. Stochastic Process. Appl. 73, no. 2, (1998), 271–299.

[Gyö98b] I. GYÖNGY. Lattice approximations for stochastic quasi-linear parabolic partial differential equations driven by space-time white noise. I. Potential Anal. 9, no. 1, (1998), 1–25.

[Gyö99] I. GYÖNGY. Lattice approximations for stochastic quasi-linear parabolic partial differential equations driven by space-time white noise. II. Potential Anal. 11, no. 1, (1999), 1–37.

[Hai11] M. HAIRER. Rough stochastic PDEs. Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 64, no. 11, (2011), 1547– 1585.

[Hai12] M. HAIRER. Singular perturbations to semilinear stochastic heat equations. Probab. Theory Related Fields 152, no. 1-2, (2012), 265–297.

[Hai13] M. HAIRER. Solving the KPZ equation. Ann. Math., to appear. (2013). arXiv:1109.6811. [HM12] M. HAIRER and J. MAAS. A spatial version of the Itô-Stratonovich correction. Ann.

Probab. 40, no. 4, (2012), 1675–1714.

[HSV07] M. HAIRER, A. M. STUART, and J. VOSS. Analysis of SPDEs arising in path sampling.

II. The nonlinear case. Ann. Appl. Probab. 17, no. 5-6, (2007), 1657–1706.

[HV11] M. HAIRER and J. VOSS. Approximations to the Stochastic Burgers Equation. Journal of NonLinear Science 52–+. arXiv:1005.4438.

[HW13] M. HAIRER and H. WEBER. Rough Burgers-like equations with multiplicative noise.

Probab. Theory Related Fields 155, no. 1-2, (2013), 71–126.

[JB09] A. JENTZEN and D. BLÖMKER. Galerkin approximations for the stochastic Burgers equation, 2009. Preprint.

[KPZ86] M. KARDAR, G. PARISI, and Y.-C. ZHANG. Dynamic scaling of growing interfaces.

Phys. Rev. Lett. 56, no. 9, (1986), 889–892.

[KS91] I. KARATZAS and S. E. SHREVE. Brownian motion and stochastic calculus, vol. 113 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Springer-Verlag, New York, second ed., 1991.

[KW92] S. KWAPIEŃ and W. WOYCZYŃSKI. Random series and stochastic integrals: single and multiple. Probability and its Applications. Birkhäuser Boston Inc., Boston, MA, 1992.

[LCL07] T. J. LYONS, M. CARUANA, and T. LÉVY. Differential equations driven by rough paths, vol. 1908 of Lecture Notes in Mathematics. Springer, Berlin, 2007. Lectures from the 34th Summer School on Probability Theory held in Saint-Flour, July 6–24, 2004.

[LQ02] T. LYONS and Z. QIAN. System control and rough paths. Oxford Mathematical Monographs. Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2002. Oxford Science Publications.

[Lyo91] T. LYONS. On the nonexistence of path integrals. Proc. Roy. Soc. London Ser. A 432, no.

1885, (1991), 281–290.

[Lyo98] T. J. LYONS. Differential equations driven by rough signals. Rev. Mat. Iberoamericana 14, no. 2, (1998), 215–310.

[Maa10] J. MAAS. Malliavin calculus and decoupling inequalities in Banach spaces. J. Math.

Anal. Appl. 363, no. 2, (2010), 383–398.

[Mar39] J. MARCINKIEWICZ. Sur les multiplicateurs des séries de Fourier. Studia Math. 8, (1939), 78–91.

[Mey92] Y. MEYER. Wavelets and operators, vol. 37 of Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1992. Translated from the 1990 French original by D. H. Salinger.

[Nel73] E. NELSON. The free Markoff field. J. Functional Analysis 12, (1973), 211–227. [SS09] T. SASAMOTO and H. SPOHN. Superdiffusivity of the 1D lattice Kardar-Parisi-Zhang equation. J. Stat. Phys. 137, no. 5-6, (2009), 917–935.

[TT90] D. TALAY and L. TUBARO. Expansion of the global error for numerical schemes solving stochastic differential equations. Stochastic Anal. Appl. 8, no. 4, (1990), 483–509 (1991).

MARTIN HAIRER, THE UNIVERSITY OF WARWICK, COVENTRY CV4 7AL, UK E-mail address: M.Hairer@Warwick.ac.uk

JAN MAAS, INSTITUTE FOR APPLIED MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF BONN, ENDENICHER ALLEE 60, 53115 BONN, GERMANY

E-mail address: maas@uni-bonn.de

HENDRIK WEBER, THE UNIVERSITY OF WARWICK, COVENTRY CV4 7AL, UK E-mail address: hendrik.weber@warwick.ac.uk