arXiv:2404.02547v1 [math.PR] 3 Apr 2024

Well-posedness of the obstacle problem for stochastic nonlinear diffusion equations: an entropy formulation^*

Kai Du^† Ruoyang Liu^‡

Abstract

In this paper, we establish the existence, uniqueness and stability results for the obstacle problem associated with a degenerate nonlinear diffusion equation perturbed by conservative gradient noise. Our approach revolves round introducing a new entropy formulation for stochastic variational inequalities. As a consequence, we obtain a novel well-posedness result for the obstacle problem of deterministic porous medium equations with nonlinear reaction terms.

Keywords: nonlinear diffusion equations, stochastic porous medium equations, entropy solutions, obstacle problem, conservative noise

MSC2020: 60H15, 35K86, 35K65, 47J20

1 Introduction

The aim of this paper is to establish the well-posedness of the obstacle problem for a degenerate nonlinear diffusion equation perturbed by nonlinear conservative multiplicative noise. Specifically, we prove existence and uniqueness results for a random field {u(t, x) : t ≥ 0, x ∈ T^d} which lies above a given obstacle ψ and obeys the stochastic partial differential equation (SPDE)

∂_tu = ΔΦ(u) + f(t, x, u) + ∇ · σ^k(x, u) ∘ Ẇ^k_t (1.1)

on the region {(t, x) : u(t, x) > ψ(t, x)} in a certain sense. Here T^d represents the d-dimensional torus, and Φ : R → R is an increasing function with Φ^′(0) = 0; W^k are independent Wiener processes, and the stochastic integral is in the Stratonovich sense. Einstein summation is used throughout this paper.

There is a vast literature concerning the obstacle problems for deterministic PDEs, usually under the name of variational inequalities, see e.g. [32, 9, 5, 1, 12] among the pioneers, and [7, 8, 38, 11, 3] as more recent references. The obstacle problem for SPDE was first studied by Haussmann and Pardoux [26], using a framework of Skorohod problem from the study of reflected diffusions (see e.g. [39, 40, 33]). The key point of this framework is to impose a “minimal forcing” on the equation to keep the solution in the constraint. In the context of (1.1), this means that, along with the random field u, one also needs to seek a random Radon measure ν satisfying the Skorohod condition:

⟨u − ψ, ν⟩ = 0 (a.s.) (1.2)

such that the equation

∂_tu = ΔΦ(u) + f(t, x, u) + ∇ · σ^k(x, u) ∘ Ẇ^k_t + ν (1.3)

*This work is supported by the National Science and Technology Major Project (2022ZD0116401). The first author is also supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (No. 12222103).

†Shanghai Center for Mathematical Sciences, Fudan University, Shanghai, China (Email: kdu@fudan.edu.cn). The author is a member of LMNS, Fudan University.

‡Corresponding Author. Department of Mathematics, Shanghai Normal University, Shanghai, China (Email: ryliu@shnu.edu.cn).

holds everywhere (usually in the sense of distributions). The random measure ν plays a role of the “minimal forcing” that enforces the solution to stay above the obstacle.

In the framework of Skorohod, the obstacle problem for SPDE has been extensively investigated under various scenarios, see e.g. [36, 21, 41, 20, 10] for well-posedness, and [15, 43, 35] for solution properties. We remark that all those works primarily address non-degenerate leading operators. However, the literature on degenerate equations is relatively sparse. Yang and Zhang [42] discussed a degenerate equation with Lipschitz nonlinearity. Regarding stochastic porous medium equations, Röckner, Wang, and Zhang [37] considered a constant obstacle ψ ≡ 0 and proved the existence of solutions in the space H^{−1}. Liu and Tang [34] obtained the well-posedness, but imposing a special assumption on the barrier ψ. Remarkably, even for deterministic degenerate diffusion equations like the porous medium equation, the complete well-posedness of the corresponding obstacle problem remains elusive (cf. [30, 31, 8]).

The lack of regularity products the main difficulty in our problem. Specifically, the compensation term ν in (1.3) is only a Radon measure on Q_T := [0, T ) × T^d from a priori estimates (see Proposition 4.2), and as a result, the continuity in space and time of the solution u is necessary to ensure the Skorohod condition (1.2) well-defined. Unfortunately, such a continuity property seems impossible to be available of the solutions to degenerate diffusion equations even in the deterministic case. Therefore, it is imperative to construct a novel framework to comprehend the obstacle problem of SPDE.

In this paper, we propose an entropy formulation for the obstacle problem for SPDE (1.1), based on the theory of entropy solutions of stochastic nonlinear diffusion equations recently developed by [17, 18, 22]. Roughly speaking, the random field u along with a random Radon measure ν is an entropy solution to the equation (1.1) subject to the constraint u ≥ ψ, if for each convex η ∈ C^2(R) with compact supp (η^{′′}), the inequality ∂_tη(u) ≤ η^′(u) [ ΔΦ(u) + f(t, x, u) + ∇ · σ^k(x, u) ∘ Ẇ^k_t ] + η^′(ψ)ν (1.4)

holds in the sense of distribution (see Definition 2.1 for the precise formulation). Remarkably, we do not impose the Skorohod condition explicitly into this definition.

At first glance, it may seem more intuitive to replace the term η^′(ψ)ν in (1.4) with η^′(u)ν, because the essence of entropy solution is to test the inequality satisfied by η(u), and the chain rule obviously suggests η^′(u)ν rather than η^′(ψ)ν. However, retaining this term is justifiable due to two observations. Firstly, the “right” term η^′(u)ν may not be well-defined due to the unmatched regularity of u and ν, while η^′(ψ)ν is well-defined as long as the obstacle ψ is properly regular. Secondly, we observe (formally) that ⟨η^′(u) − η^′(ψ), ν⟩ = 0 from the Skorohod condition, and η^′(u) ≥ η^′(ψ) as η^′ is increasing, so we actually have η^′(u)ν = η^′(ψ)ν. In a nutshell, by leveraging the characteristics of entropy solutions, we embed the Skorohod condition naturally into the entropy inequality (1.4) that can be well-defined.

The main results of this paper, Theorems 2.4 and 2.5, establish the existence, uniqueness, and stability of entropy solutions to the obstacle problem for SPDE (1.1), subject to mild assumptions on the obstacles. Analogous to the theory of entropy solutions for PDEs [14, 13], proper regularity is indispensable for effectively defining entropy solutions in our problem. Specifically, the solution must possess the regularity √ Φ^′(u)∇u ∈ L_2(Q_T ). Fortunately, this requisite regularity property is automatically satisfied by the solution constructed through the method of vanishing viscosity in our proof of the existence.

The outcomes of this paper yield new results for deterministic nonlinear diffusion equations. As an example, we will show how our results apply to porous medium equations with reaction terms (see Section 7). The obstacle problem for porous medium equations finds applications in modeling the flow of substance moving in subsoil with saturation [25, 29, 30, 31, 2], with its well-posedness explored in previous works such as [30, 31, 8, 4, 6]. Lévi and Vallet [30, 31] obtained a well-posedness result for the case of constant barriers in an entropy formulation that differs from ours. In the framework of variational inequality, Bögelein, Lukkari, and Scheven [8] investigated general barriers and demonstrated the existence of strong solutions, albeit leaving the uniqueness as a conjecture. Utilizing the entropy formulation proposed here, one can ascertain not only the existence but also the uniqueness of the solution for a general form of equations and a wide range of obstacles. Evidently, the entropy solution has an intimate relation with the variational solutions. We will demonstrate in Section 7 that the entropy solution actually satisfies a variational inequality in the weak sense, and conversely, a strong variational solution is also an entropy solution if the obstacle ψ is greater than a positive number.

Our strategy of proving the existence is to construct an entropy solution by a penalization method. Specifically, we consider the penalized equation

∂_tu_ϵ = ΔΦ(u_ϵ) + f(t, x, u_ϵ) + ∇ · σ^k(x, u_ϵ) ∘ Ẇ^k_t + ϵ^{−1}(u_ϵ − ψ)^−, ϵ > 0,

whose solvability is provided by [17, 22]. We prove the monotonicity of u_ϵ and a uniform energy estimate for u_ϵ by further mollifying the equations (see Sections 4–5), and by these we obtain a limit u and verify the convergence of each terms in the definition of entropy solution, except the term involving the measure ν. For the latter, we derive a uniform estimate

sup_{ϵ>0} E ( ∫∫ ϵ^{−1}(u_ϵ − ψ)^−dxdt

)_{(m+1)/2} < ∞. This along with a compactness argument yields the existence of ν. We also shows that ν is almost surely a finite Radon measure on Q_T . For existence, we require the obstacle to be Hölder continuous.

The uniqueness of the entropy solution follows from an L_1-stability estimate. To prove the latter, we apply Kruzhkov’s doubling-variables methods to estimate the difference between an entropy solution and another one that satisfies an extra condition called the (⋆)-property (see Definition 3.1 and Proposition 3.2). On the other hand, we verify that such a property is automatically satisfied by the solutions of approximating equations in our proof of the existence. This along with the L_1-stability yields the uniqueness. Technically, the low regularity of ν brings new difficulties in proving the L_1-estimates in contrast to the previous work [34] where the measure ν lies in the space L_2(Q_T ) due to a specific structure of the obstacles they considered. To overcome the challenge, we carefully analyze the term involving the compensation measures (see (3.4)): with the help of the Taylor expansion of the barrier function ψ, we utilize the symmetry of the specific test function to cancel out lower-order terms and strategically take limits to eliminate the higher-order terms. For this reason, we require the obstacle ψ ∈ C^2_x(Q̄_T ) in our uniqueness result.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we state the main results after introducing notations and assumptions. Section 3 is devoted to deriving an L_1-stabilty estimate and the uniqueness of solutions under an extra condition called the (⋆)-property. In Section 4, we introduce the approximating penalized equations, derive crucial estimates for the solutions u_{n,ϵ} and the penalty terms ϵ^{−1}(u_{n,ϵ} −ψ)^−, and validate the (⋆)-property of u_{n,ϵ}. In Section 5, we prove a comparison principle, which indicates that u_{n,ϵ} is increasing as ϵ ↓ 0. In Section 6, we finalize the proof of the existence of entropy solutions to the original problem by passing to the limit of u_{n,ϵ} as n → ∞ and ϵ ↓ 0. In Section 7, we apply our result to the obstacle problem for porous medium equations, and discuss the relation between entropy solutions and variational solutions in this case. Two auxiliary lemmas are proved in the final section.

2 Entropy formulation and main results

Let (Ω, F, {F_t}, P) be a complete filtered probability space and {W^k} be a sequence of independent F_tadapted Wiener processes. Denote x = (x_1, x_2, . . . , x_d) for x ∈ R^d . For a fixed T > 0, define Q_T := [0, T ) × T^d and Ω_T := Ω × [0, T ]. Let L_p and H^s_p be the usual Lebesgue and Sobolev spaces with p ≥ 2 and s ∈ R; we simplify H^s_2 as H^s (cf. [23]). Moreover, we denote by C^κ_x (Q̄_T ) the space of continuous functions f on Q̄_T such that f(t, ·) ∈ C^κ(T^d) and its C^κ-norm is bounded uniformly in t ∈ [0, T ].

For simplicity, we denote by Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ) the obstacle problem for (1.1) with the (lower) obstacle ψ and with the initial data u(0, x) = ξ(x), and by Π(Φ, f, ξ) the Cauchy problem for (1.1) without obstacles. To formulate the entropy solution explicitly, we rewrite (1.1) into Itô’s form:

du = [ ΔΦ(u) + ∂_{xi} ( a^{ij} (x, u)∂_{xj} u + b^i(x, u) ) + f(t, x, u) ] dt + ∇ · σ^k(x, u)dW^k_t , (2.1)

where a^{ij} (x, r) := 1 2 σ^{ik}_r (x, r)σ^{jk}_r (x, r), b^i(x, r) := 1 2 σ^{ik}_r (x, r)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, r).

Moreover, we define the set E := {η ∈ C^2(R) : η is convex with η^{′′} compactly supported};

and for a function g : T^d × R → R, we write �g�(x, r) := ∫_r 0 g(x, s)ds, r ∈ R. In some circumstances, we write g_{xi} (x, r) = ∂_{xi} g(x, r) and g_r(x, r) = ∂_rg(x, r). Definition 2.1. An entropy solution to the obstacle problem Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ) is a pair (u, ν) such that (i) u is a predictable random field on Q̄_T such that u ≥ ψ for almost all (ω, t, x) ∈ Ω × Q_T and u ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω_T ; L_{m+1}(T^d)), � √ Φ^′�(u) ∈ L_2(Ω_T ; H^1(T^d));

(ii) ν is a predictable Radon measure on Q_T and E [ν(Q_T )] < ∞;

(iii) for all (η, φ, ϱ) ∈ E × C^∞_c ([0, T )) × C^∞(T^d) and ϕ := φϱ ≥ 0, it holds almost surely that − ∫ Q_T η(u)∂_tϕdxdt − ∫ Q_T η^′(ψ)ϕν(dxdt) ≤ ∫ T^d η(ξ)ϕ(0)dx + ∫ Q_T �Φ^′η^′�(u)Δϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T �a^{ij}η^′�(u)ϕ_{xixj} dxdt + ∫ Q_T ( �a^{ij}_{xj} η^′ + b^i_rη^′�(x, u) − 2η^′(u)b^i(x, u) ) ϕ_{xi} dxdt + ∫ Q_T ( − η^′(u)b^i_{xi} (x, u) + �b^i_{rxi} η^′�(x, u) + η^′(u)f(t, x, u) ) ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T (1 2 η^{′′}(u) ∞∑ k=1 |σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u)|^2 − η^{′′}(u)|∇� √ Φ^′�(u)|^2 ) ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T ( η^′(u)ϕσ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u) − �σ^{ik}_{rxi} η^′�(x, u)ϕ − �σ^{ik}_r η^′�(x, u)ϕ_{xi} ) dxdW^k_t .

(2.2)

To establish the well-posedness of the obstacle problem, we need some structural conditions of the equations. The following assumptions are used in [18, 22]. Fix constants K ≥ 1, m > 1 and κ ∈ (0, 1]. Assumption 2.2. Φ ∈ C^2(R) is strictly increasing and odd, √ Φ^′ is away from the origin, and | √ Φ^′(0)| ≤ K, |( √ Φ^′)^′(r)| ≤ K|r|^{m−32} , √ Φ^′(r) ≥ K^{−1}1_{{|r|≥1}}, mK|� √ Φ^′�(r) − � √ Φ^′�(s)| ≥ { |r − s|, if |r| ∨ |s| ≥ 1; |r − s|^{m+1}2 , if |r| ∨ |s| < 1. A typical choice of Φ is Φ(r) = |r|^{m−1}r, associated with porous medium equations.

Assumption 2.3. σ^k ∈ C^3(Q̄_T ; R^d ) for each k = 1, 2, . . . , and ∞∑ k=1 ‖σ^k‖^2_{C3(Q̄T ;Rd)} ≤ K; f ∈ C(Q̄_T × R) and satisfies sup_{t,r} ‖f(t, ·, r)‖_Cκ_{(T}d_) + ‖f_r‖_{L∞(QT ×R)} ≤ K. (2.3)

Our main results are the following two theorems.

Theorem 2.4 (existence). Let Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3 be satisfied and ψ ∈ C^κ_x (Q̄_T ) with κ ∈ (0, 1]. Then for any ξ ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω, F_0; L_{m+1}(T^d)) satisfying ξ(x) ≥ ψ(0, x), ∀(ω, x) ∈ Ω × T^d, (2.4) there exists an entropy solution (u, ν) to Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ).

Theorem 2.5 (L_1-stability and uniqueness). Let Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3 be satisfied and ψ ∈ C^2_x(Q̄_T ). Let (u, ν) and (ũ, ν̃) be the entropy solutions to Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ) and Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ̃), respectively, with ξ, ξ̃ ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω, F_0; L_{m+1}(T^d)) satisfying (2.4). Then there is a constant C depending only on K, d, and T such that ess sup t∈[0,T ] E ‖u(t, ·) − ũ(t, ·)‖_{L1 (T}d_) ≤ C E ‖ξ − ξ̃‖_{L1(T}d_). Consequently, the obstacle problem Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ) admits at most one entropy solution.

Our proof of the above theorems relies on an L_1-stability estimate, Proposition 3.2. Compared with Theorem 2.5, Proposition 3.2 imposes an extra condition called the (⋆)-property (see Definition 3.1) on one of the solutions that are compared.

The proof of Theorem 2.4 is finalized in Section 6. Here we conclude the proof of Theorem 2.5.

Proof of Theorem 2.5. Define ξ_n := (−n) ∨ (ξ ∧ n). It is shown in Section 6 that the problem Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ_n) admits an entropy solution (u_n, ν_n) that has the (⋆)-property. Then by Proposition 3.2, one has

ess sup t∈[0,T ] E ‖u(t, ·) − ũ(t, ·)‖_{L1 (T}d_) ≤ ess sup t∈[0,T ] E ‖u_n (t, ·) − u(t, ·)‖_{L1 (T}d_) + ess sup_{t∈[0,T ]} E ‖u_n (t, ·) − ũ(t, ·)‖_{L1 (T}d_) ≤ C ( E‖ξ_n − ξ‖_{L1(T}d_) + E ‖ξ_n − ξ̃‖_{L1(T}d_) ) . Passing to the limit yields the desired estimate. The uniqueness of the measure ν is verified in Proposition 3.3. The proof is complete.

Remark 2.6. In view of the proof of Theorem 2.4, one may prove that the entropy solution also has the regularity ∇Φ(u) ∈ L_2(Ω_T ; H^1(T^d)). In order to control the length of the article, we show this rigorously only for the deterministic porous medium equation in Lemma 7.4 when we discuss the relation between the entropy solution and the variational solution.

Remark 2.7. In this paper, we confine our discussion to the lower obstacle problem. Nonetheless, it is worth noting that the methods employed and the results obtained are equally applicable to the investigation of upper obstacle problems, leading to analogous conclusions. We also believe that our methods can address the bilateral obstacle problem, albeit with potentially increased technical complexity. Remark 2.8. Our results can be extended to a general equation

du = [ ΔΦ(u) + ∇ · G(x, u) + f(t, x, u) ] dt + ∇ · σ^k(x, u) ∘ dW^k_t , where σ and G satisfy [18, Assumption 2.3].

3 L_1-stability

In this section, we derive an L_1-estimate (Proposition 3.2) for the difference between two entropy solutions to the obstacle problem, which naturally leads to the uniqueness result. The strategy of the proof is based on Kruzhkov’s doubling-variables method, and also used in proving the comparison principle, Proposition 5.1.

At this stage, we assume a priori assumption that there exists an entropy solution possessing an additional property that is called the strong entropy condition in [24] or the (⋆)-property in [17, 19, 22]. Fortunately, this property is satisfied by the solution that is constructed in the proof of the existence under a stronger integrability condition of ξ. Therefore, the L_1-estimate is valid actually for any entropy solutions, as stated in Theorem 2.5. For the detail, refer to the proof of Theorem 2.5 in Section 2.

Now we introduce the (⋆)-property. For simplicity, we denote ∫ t · := ∫_T 0 · dt and ∫ x · := ∫ T^d · dx. Given functions (u, ũ, ϕ, h) ∈ L_1(Ω_T × T^d) × L_1(Ω_T × T^d) × C^∞(Q̄_T × Q̄_T ) × C^∞(R) and real number z, we define H(t, x, z|ũ, ϕ, h) := ∫_T 0 ∫ y h(ũ − z)σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ)ϕ(t, x, s, y)dW^k_s − ∫_T 0 ∫ y �σ^{ik}_{ryi} h(· − z)�(y, ũ)ϕ(t, x, s, y)dW^k_s − ∫_T 0 ∫ y �σ^{ik}_r h(· − z)�(y, ũ)∂_{yi} ϕ(t, x, s, y)dW^k_s , and B(u, ũ|ϕ, h) := −E ∫ t,x,s,y ∂_{yixj} ϕ(t, x, s, y) ∫_u ũ ∫_ũ r h^′(r̃ − r)σ^{jk}_r (x, r)σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃)dr̃dr − E ∫ t,x,s,y ∂_{yi} ϕ(t, x, s, y) ∫_u ũ ∫_ũ r h^′(r̃ − r)σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, r)σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃)dr̃dr + E ∫ t,x,s,y ∂_{yi} ϕ(t, x, s, y) ∫_ũ u h^′(r̃ − u)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u)σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃)dr̃ − E ∫ t,x,s,y ∂_{xj} ϕ(t, x, s, y) ∫_u ũ ∫_ũ r h^′(r̃ − r)σ^{jk}_r (x, r)σ^{ik}_{ryi} (y, r̃)dr̃dr − E ∫ t,x,s,y ϕ(t, x, s, y) ∫_u ũ ∫_ũ r h^′(r̃ − r)σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, r)σ^{ik}_{ryi} (y, r̃)dr̃dr + E ∫ t,x,s,y ϕ(t, x, s, y) ∫_ũ u h^′(r̃ − u)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u)σ^{ik}_{ryi} (y, r̃)dr̃ + E ∫ t,x,s,y ∂_{xj} ϕ(t, x, s, y) ∫_u ũ h^′(ũ − r)σ^{jk}_r (x, r)σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ)dr + E ∫ t,x,s,y ϕ(t, x, s, y) ∫_u ũ h^′(ũ − r)σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, r)σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ)dr − E ∫ t,x,s,y ϕ(t, x, s, y)h^′(ũ − u)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u)σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ), where on the right-hand side u = u(t, x) and ũ = ũ(s, y). Moreover, given a C^∞-function ρ : R → [0, 2] with the properties supp ρ ⊂ (0, 1), ∫ R ρ(x)dx = 1. we set ρ_θ(r) := θ^{−1}ρ(θ^{−1}r) for θ > 0.

Definition 3.1 (Definition 3.6 in [18]). We say that a function u ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω_T × T^d) has the (⋆)-property, if for any (ũ, g, φ, h) ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω_T × T^d) × C^∞(T^d × T^d) × C^∞_c ((0, T )) × C^∞(R) with h^′ ∈ C^∞_c (R) and for sufficiently small θ > 0, it holds that H(·, ·, u(·, ·)|ũ, ϕ_θ, h) ∈ L_1(Ω_T × T^d) with ϕ_θ(t, x, s, y) := g(x, y)ρ_θ (t − s)φ( t + s 2 ), (t, x, s, y) ∈ Q̄_T × Q̄_T , and that E ∫ t,x H(t, x, u(t, x)|ũ, ϕ_θ, h) ≤ Cθ^{1−μ} + B(u, ũ|ϕ_θ, h) for a constant C independent of θ, where μ := (3m + 5)/(4m + 4) < 1.

Define ϱ_ς := ρ^{⊗d}_ς for all ς > 0.

Proposition 3.2. Let Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3 be satisfied, and ψ ∈ C^2_x(Q̄_T ). Given ψ(0, ·) ≤ ξ, ξ̃ ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω, F_0; L_{m+1}(T^d)), we suppose that (u, ν) and (ũ, ν̃) are entropy solutions to Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ) and Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ̃), respectively. Assume that u has the (⋆)-property. Then, ess sup t∈[0,T ] ‖u(t, ·) − ũ(t, ·)‖_{L1 (Ω×T}d_) ≤ C‖ξ − ξ̃‖_{L1(Ω×T}d_), (3.1) where the constant C depends only on d, K, and T .

Proof. For θ > 0 small enough and non-negative φ ∈ C^∞_c ((0, T )), we introduce ϕ_ς (t, x, y) = ϱ_ς (x − y)φ(t), ϕ_{θ,ς} (t, x, s, y) := ϕ_ς ( t + s 2 , x, y)ρ_θ(t − s). Furthermore, for each δ > 0, we define the function η_δ ∈ C^2(R) by η_δ(0) = η^′_δ(0) = 0, η^{′′}_δ (r) = ρ_δ(|r|).

Thus, we have | η_δ(r) − |r| | ≤ δ, supp η^{′′}_δ ⊂ [−δ, δ], ∫ R |η^{′′}_δ (r)|dr ≤ 2, |η^{′′}_δ | ≤ 2δ^{−1}. Fix (z, s, y) ∈ R × Q_T . Since (u, ν) is an entropy solution to Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ), using the entropy inequality of (u, ν) with ( η_δ(· − z), ϕ_{θ,ς} (·, ·, s, y) ) instead of ( η, ϕ ) , we have − ∫ t,x η_δ(u − z)∂_tϕ_{θ,ς} − ∫ Q_T η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − z)ϕ_{θ,ς} ν(dxdt) ≤ ∫ t,x �Φ^′η^′_δ(· − z)�(u)Δ_xϕ_{θ,ς} + ∫ t,x �a^{ij}η^′_δ(· − z)�(u)∂_{xi xj} ϕ_{θ,ς} + ∫ t,x ( �a^{ij}_{xj} η^′_δ(· − z) + b^i_rη^′_δ(· − z)�(x, u) − 2η^′_δ (u − z)b^i(x, u) ) ∂_{xi} ϕ_{θ,ς} + ∫ t,x ( − η^′_δ(u − z)b^i_{xi} (x, u) + �b^i_{rxi} η^′_δ(· − z)�(x, u) ) ϕ_{θ,ς} + ∫ t,x η^′_δ(u − z)f(t, x, u)ϕ_{θ,ς} + ∫ t,x ( 1 2 η^{′′}_δ (u − z) ∞∑ k=1 |σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u)|^2 − η^{′′}_δ (u − z)|∇_x� √ Φ^′�(u)|^2 ) ϕ_{θ,ς}

+ ∫_T 0 ∫ x ( η^′_δ(u − z)ϕ_{θ,ς} σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u) − �σ^{ik}_{rxi} η^′_δ(· − z)�(x, u)ϕ_{θ,ς} − �σ^{ik}_r η^′_δ(· − z)�(x, u)∂_{xi} ϕ_{θ,ς} ) dW^k_t ,

where u = u(t, x). Notice that each term in the inequality is continuous in (z, s, y). We take z = ũ(s, y) by convolution and integrate over (s, y) ∈ Q_T . By taking expectations, we have

− E ∫ t,x,s,y η_δ(u − ũ)∂_tϕ_{θ,ς} − E ∫ s,y ∫ Q_T η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ũ)ϕ_{θ,ς} ν(dxdt) ≤ E ∫ t,x,s,y �Φ^′η^′_δ(· − ũ�(u)Δ_xϕ_{θ,ς} + E ∫ t,x,s,y �a^{ij}η^′_δ(· − ũ)�(u)∂_{xixj} ϕ_{θ,ς} + E ∫ t,x,s,y �a^{ij}_{xj} η^′_δ(· − ũ) + b^i_rη^′_δ(· − ũ)�(x, u)∂_{xi} ϕ_{θ,ς} − E ∫ t,x,s,y 2η^′_δ (u − ũ)b^i(x, u)∂_{xi} ϕ_{θ,ς} + E ∫ t,x,s,y ( − η^′_δ(u − ũ)b^i_{xi} (x, u) + �b^i_{rxi} η^′_δ(· − ũ)�(x, u) ) ϕ_{θ,ς} (3.2) + E ∫ t,x,s,y η^′_δ(u − ũ)f(t, x, u)ϕ_{θ,ς} + E ∫ t,x,s,y ( 1 2 η^{′′}_δ (u − ũ) ∞∑ k=1 |σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u)|^2 − η^{′′}_δ (u − ũ)|∇_x� √ Φ^′�(u)|^2 ) ϕ_{θ,ς}

+ E ∫ s,y [ ∫ T 0 ∫ x ( η^′_δ(u − z)ϕ_{θ,ς} σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u) − �σ^{ik}_{rxi} η^′_δ(· − z)�(x, u)ϕ_{θ,ς} − �σ^{ik}_r η^′_δ(· − z)�(x, u)∂_{xi} ϕ_{θ,ς} ) dW^k_t ] z=ũ , where u = u(t, x) and ũ = ũ(s, y). Since the integrand of the stochastic integral on the right-hand side of (3.2) vanish on [0, s], the stochastic integral is zero. Estimate (3.2) is derived from the aspect of (u, ν).

Similarly, for each (z, t, x) ∈ R × Q_T , we apply the entropy inequality of (ũ, ν̃) with η(r) := η_δ(r − z) and ϕ(s, y) := ϕ_{θ,ς} (t, x, s, y). After substituting z = u(t, x) by convolution, integrating over (t, x) ∈ Q_T and taking expectations, we obtain a similar estimate from the aspect of (ũ, ν̃). Notice that the stochastic integral in the estimate can be rewrite as E ∫ t,x H(t, x, u(t, x)|ũ, ϕ_{θ,ς} , η^′_δ ). Applying the (⋆)-property of u, the stochastic integral is controlled by Cθ^{1−μ} + B(u, ũ|ϕ_{θ,ς} , η^′_δ), where μ = (3m + 5)/(4m + 4) < 1 and the constant C is independent of θ.

Adding these two estimates together, taking θ ↓ 0 and using Lemma 8.1, with the symmetry of η_δ, we have −E ∫ t,x,y η_δ(u − ũ)∂_tϕ_ς ≤ 7∑ ℓ=1 N_ℓ, (3.3)

where N_1 := E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u − ũ)f(t, x, u)ϕ_ς + E ∫ y ∫ Q_T η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ũ)ϕ_ς ν(dxdt) − E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u − ũ)f(t, y, ũ)ϕ_ς − E ∫ x ∫ Q_T η^′_δ(u − ψ(t, y))ϕ_ς ν̃(dydt), N_2 := E ∫ t,x,y �Φ^′η^′_δ(· − ũ)�(u)Δ_xϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,y �Φ^′η^′_δ(u − ·)�(ũ)Δ_yϕ_ς ,

N_3 := E ∫ t,x,y �a^{ij}η^′_δ(· − ũ)�(x, u)∂_{xixj} ϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,y �a^{ij} η^′_δ(u − ·)�(y, ũ)∂_{yiyj} ϕ_ς

+ E ∫ t,x,y �a^{ij}_{xj} η^′_δ(· − ũ)�(x, u)∂_{xi} ϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,y �a^{ij}_{yj} η^′_δ(u − ·)�(y, ũ)∂_{yi} ϕ_ς − 2E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u − ũ)b^i(x, u)∂_{xi} ϕ_ς + 2E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u − ũ)b^i(y, ũ)∂_{yi} ϕ_ς , N_4 := E ∫ t,x,y �b^i_rη^′_δ(· − ũ)�(x, u)∂_{xi} ϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,y �b^i_rη^′_δ(u − ·)�(y, ũ)∂_{yi} ϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u − ũ)b^i_{xi} (x, u)ϕ_ς + E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u − ũ)b^i_{yi} (y, ũ)ϕ_ς + E ∫ t,x,y �b^i_{rxi} η^′_δ(· − ũ)�(x, u)ϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,y �b^i_{ryi} η^′_δ(u − ·)�(y, ũ)ϕ_ς , N_5 := E ∫ t,x,y 1 2 η^{′′}_δ (u − ũ) ∞∑ k=1 ( |σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u)|^2 + |σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ)|^2 ) ϕ_ς , N_6 := E ∫ t,x,y −η^{′′}_δ (u − ũ) ( |∇_x� √ Φ^′�(u)|^2 + |∇_y� √ Φ^′�(ũ)|^2 ) ϕ_ς , N_7 = 9∑ i=1 N_{7,i} := −E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yixj} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ ∫_ũ r η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)σ^{jk}_r (x, r)σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃)dr̃dr − E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ ∫_ũ r η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, r)σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃)dr̃dr + E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς ∫_ũ u η^{′′}_δ (u − r̃)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u)σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃)dr̃ − E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{xj} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ ∫_ũ r η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)σ^{jk}_r (x, r)σ^{ik}_{ryi} (y, r̃)dr̃dr − E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ ∫_ũ r η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, r)σ^{ik}_{ryi} (y, r̃)dr̃dr + E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς ∫_ũ u η^{′′}_δ (u − r̃)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u)σ^{ik}_{ryi} (y, r̃)dr̃ − E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{xj} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ η^{′′}_δ (r − ũ)σ^{jk}_r (x, r)σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ)dr + E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ η^{′′}_δ (r − ũ)σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, r)σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ)dr − E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς η^{′′}_δ (u − ũ)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u)σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ), and u = u(t, x) and ũ = ũ(t, y).

The term N_1 involving the measures ν and ν̃ is derived from the obstacle problem. We notice that N_1 = E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u − ũ) ( f(t, x, u) − f(t, x, ũ) ) ϕ_ς + E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u − ũ) ( f(t, x, ũ) − f(t, y, ũ) ) ϕ_ς + E ∫ y ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ũ(t, y))ν(dxdt) − E ∫ x ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ(u(t, x) − ψ(t, y))ν̃(dydt) (3.4) ≤ Cς + CE ∫ t,x,y |u − ũ|ϱ_ς (x − y)φ(t)

+ E ∫ y ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ũ(t, y))ν(dxdt) − E ∫ x ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ(u(t, x) − ψ(t, y))ν̃(dydt). With the fact that u, ũ ≥ ψ and η^{′′}_δ ≥ 0, we have E ∫ y ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ũ(t, y))ν(dxdt) − E ∫ x ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ(u(t, x) − ψ(t, y))ν̃(dydt) ≤ E ∫ y ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ψ(t, y))ν(dxdt) − E ∫ x ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ψ(t, y))ν̃(dydt). Thanks to ψ ∈ C^2_x(Q̄_T ), we apply the Lagrange’s mean value theorem to compute E ∫ y ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ψ(t, y))ν(dxdt) − E ∫ x ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ψ(t, y))ν̃(dydt) = E ∫ y ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ ( − ∂_{xi} ψ(t, x)(y_i − x_i) − 1 2 ∂_{xixj} ψ(t, Θ)(y_i − x_i)(y_j − x_j) ) ν(dxdt) − E ∫ x ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ ( ∂_{yi} ψ(t, y)(x_i − y_i) + 1 2 ∂_{yiyj} ψ(t, Θ̃)(y_i − x_i)(y_j − x_j) ) ν̃(dydt),

(3.5)

where Θ and Θ̃ are points on the segment between x and y. Keeping in mind that η^′_δ is odd, we observe that ∫ y ϕ_ς (x − y)η^′_δ ( − ∂_{xi} ψ(t, x)(y_i − x_i) ) = 0 for each (t, x) ∈ Q̄_T , and ∫ x ϕ_ς (x − y)η^′_δ ( ∂_{yi} ψ(t, y)(x_i − y_i) ) = 0 for each (t, y) ∈ Q̄_T . Combining with (3.5), we can continue to compute E ∫ y ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ψ(t, y))ν(dxdt) − E ∫ x ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ψ(t, y))ν̃(dydt) = E ∫ y ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς [ η^′_δ(−∂_{xi} ψ(t, x)(y_i − x_i) − 1 2 ∂_{xixj} ψ(t, Θ)(y_i − x_i)(y_j − x_j )) − η^′_δ(−∂_{xi} ψ(t, x)(y_i − x_i)) ] ν(dxdt) − E ∫ x ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς [ η^′_δ(∂_{yi} ψ(t, y)(x_i − y_i) + 1 2 ∂_{yiyj} ψ(t, Θ̃)(y_i − x_i)(y_j − x_j )) − η^′_δ(∂_{yi} ψ(t, y)(x_i − y_i)) ] ν̃(dydt) ≤ CE ∫ y ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς ‖η^{′′}_δ ‖_{L∞} ∂_{xixj} ψ(t, Θ)(y_i − x_i)(y_j − x_j)ν(dxdt)

+ CE ∫ x ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς ‖η^{′′}_δ ‖_{L∞} ∂_{yiyj} ψ(t, Θ̃)(y_i − x_i)(y_j − x_j )ν̃(dydt) ≤ Cδ^{−1}ς^2 [ E ∫ y ∫ Q_T ϕ_ς ν(dxdt) + E ∫ x ∫ Q_T ϕ_ςν̃(dydt) ]

≤ Cδ^{−1}ς^2 [ E ν(Q_T ) + E ν̃ (Q_T ) ] ≤ Cδ^{−1}ς^2. Therefore, we have N_1 ≤ C(ς + δ^{−1}ς^2) + CE ∫ t,x,y |u − ũ|ϱ_ς (x − y)φ(t). The method to deal with the terms N_i, i = 2, . . . , 7 is similar to that in [18, 22]. With Assumption 2.3, we have N_5 + N_{7,9} = E ∫ t,x,y 1 2 η^{′′}_δ (u − ũ) ∞∑ k=1 ( σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u) − σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ) )_2 ϕ_ς ≤ Cς^2δ^{−1} + Cδ. For the estimate of N_2 = N_{2,1} + N_{2,2}, since ∂_{xi} ϕ_ς = −∂_{yi} ϕ_ς , we have N_{2,1} := E ∫ t,x,y �Φ^′η^′_δ(· − ũ)�(u)Δ_xϕ_ς = −E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{xiyi} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ η^′_δ(r − ũ)Φ^′(r)dr = −E ∫ t,x,y 1_{{ũ≤u}}∂_{xiyi} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ ∫_u ũ 1_{{r̃≤r}}η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)Φ^′(r)dr̃dr − E ∫ t,x,y 1_{{u≤ũ}}∂_{xiyi} ϕ_ς ∫_ũ u ∫_ũ u 1_{{r≤r̃}}η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)Φ^′(r)dr̃dr. Similarly, we have N_{2,2} := −E ∫ t,x,y �Φ^′η^′_δ(u − ·)�(ũ)Δ_yϕ_ς = E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{xiyi} ϕ_ς ∫_ũ u η^′_δ(u − r̃)Φ^′(r̃)dr̃ = −E ∫ t,x,y 1_{{ũ≤u}}∂_{xiyi} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ ∫_u ũ 1_{{r̃≤r}}η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)Φ^′(r̃)drdr̃ − E ∫ t,x,y 1_{{u≤ũ}}∂_{xiyi} ϕ_ς ∫_ũ u ∫_ũ u 1_{{r≤r̃}}η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)Φ^′(r̃)drdr̃. Notice that N_6 := −E ∫ t,x,y η^{′′}_δ (u − ũ) ( |∇_x� √ Φ^′�(u)|^2 + |∇_y� √ Φ^′�(ũ)|^2 ) ϕ_ς ≤ −2E ∫ t,x,y η^{′′}_δ (u − ũ)∇_x� √ Φ^′�(u) · ∇_y� √ Φ^′�(ũ)ϕ_ς = −2E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς ∂_{xi} � √ Φ^′�(u)∂_{yi} ∫_ũ 0 η^{′′}_δ (u − r̃) √ Φ^′(r̃)dr̃ = 2E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς ∂_{xi} � √ Φ^′�(u) ∫_ũ u η^{′′}_δ (u − r̃) √ Φ^′(r̃)dr̃.

Using [17, Remark 3.1], we have

N_6 ≤ 2E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{xiyi} ϕ_ς ∫_ũ u ∫_ũ r η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃) √ Φ^′(r̃) √ Φ^′(r)dr̃dr

= 2E ∫ t,x,y 1_{{ũ≤u}}∂_{xiyi} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ ∫_u ũ 1_{{r̃≤r}}η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃) √ Φ^′(r̃) √ Φ^′(r)dr̃dr

+ 2E ∫ t,x,y 1_{{u≤ũ}}∂_{xiyi} ϕ_ς ∫_ũ u ∫_ũ u 1_{{r≤r̃}}η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃) √ Φ^′(r̃) √ Φ^′(r)dr̃dr. Then, N_2 + N_6 ≤ E ∫ t,x,y |∂_{xiyi} ϕ_ς | ∫_u ũ ∫_u ũ η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)| √ Φ^′(r) − √ Φ^′(r̃)|^2dr̃dr.

Based on the estimates on | √ Φ^′(r) − √ Φ^′(r̃)|^2 in the proof of [17, Theorem 4.1] which using Assumption 2.2, we have N_2 + N_6 ≤ Cς^{−2}δ^{2α}E (1 + ‖u‖^m_{Lm(QT )} + ‖ũ‖^m_{Lm(QT )}), where α ∈ (0, 1 ∧ (m/2)). On the other hand, note that

N_3 = 3∑ i=1 N_{3,i} := −E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yixj} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ ∫_u ũ ( a^{ij} (x, r) + a^{ij}(y, r̃) ) η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)dr̃dr

+ E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{xi} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ a^{ij}_{xj} (x, r)η^′_δ(r − ũ)dr − E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς ∫_ũ u a^{ij}_{yj} (y, r̃)η^′_δ (u − r̃)dr̃ − 2E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u − ũ)b^i(x, u)∂_{xi} ϕ_ς + 2E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u − ũ)b^i(y, ũ)∂_{yi} ϕ_ς . If |r − r̃| ≤ δ, from the definition of a^{ij} and Assumption 2.3, we have ∂_{yixj} ϕ_ς (a^{ij} (x, r) + a^{ij}(y, r̃) − σ^{ik}_r (x, r)σ^{jk}_r (y, r̃)) = 1 2 ∂_{yixj} ϕ_ς ∞∑ k=1 ( σ^{ik}_r (x, r) − σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃) )( σ^{jk}_r (x, r) − σ^{jk}_r (y, r̃) )

≤ Cφ(t)(ς^2 + δ^2) d∑ i,j=1 |∂_{yixj} ϱ_ς (x − y)|. Therefore,

N_{3,1} + N_{7,1} ≤ CE ∫ t,x,y φ(t)ς^2 d∑ i,j=1 |∂_{yixj} ϱ_ς (x − y)| · |u − ũ| + Cδ^2ς^{−2}E [‖u‖_{L1 (QT )} + ‖ũ‖_{L1(QT )}]. To estimate N_{3,2} + N_{7,2} + N_{7,4}, we have

N_{3,2} + N_{7,2} + N_{7,4} = −E ∫ t,x,y 1_{{ũ≤u}}∂_{yi} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ ∫_u ũ 1_{{r̃≤r}} ( a^{ij}_{xj} (x, r) − a^{ij}_{yj} (y, r̃) ) η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)dr̃dr − E ∫ t,x,y 1_{{u≤ũ}}∂_{yi} ϕ_ς ∫_ũ u ∫_ũ u 1_{{r≤r̃}} ( a^{ij}_{xj} (x, r) − a^{ij}_{yj} (y, r̃) ) η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)dr̃dr + E ∫ t,x,y 1_{{ũ≤u}}∂_{yi} ϕ_ς

· ∫_u ũ ∫_u ũ 1_{{r̃≤r}}η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃) ( σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, r)σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃) − σ^{ik}_r (x, r)σ^{jk}_{ryj} (y, r̃) ) dr̃dr + E ∫ t,x,y 1_{{u≤ũ}}∂_{yi} ϕ_ς · ∫_ũ u ∫_ũ u 1_{{r≤r̃}}η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃) ( σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, r)σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃) − σ^{ik}_r (x, r)σ^{jk}_{ryj} (y, r̃) ) dr̃dr. From Assumption 2.3, we have |a^{ij}_{xj} (x, r) − a^{ij}_{xj} (y, r̃)| ≤ C ( |r − r̃| + |x − y| ) , and |σ^{ik}_r (x, r)σ^{jk}_{ryj} (y, r̃) − σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃)σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, r)| ≤ C ( |r − r̃| + |x − y| ) . Then, we have N_{3,2} + N_{7,2} + N_{7,4} ≤ Cδς^{−1}E (‖u‖_{L1 (QT )} + ‖ũ‖_{L1(QT )}) + CE ∫ t,x,y φ(t) ( ς d∑ i=1 |∂_{yi} ϱ_ς (x − y)| ) |u − ũ|. Similarly, to estimate N_{3,3} + N_{7,3} + N_{7,7}, we first define

N_{3,3} = 2∑ i=1 N_{3,3,i} := −2E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u − ũ)b^i(x, u)∂_{xi} ϕ_ς + 2E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u − ũ)b^i(y, ũ)∂_{yi} ϕ_ς . Using N_{3,3,2} + N_{7,7} = E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ η^{′′}_δ (r − ũ)σ^{jk}_{yj} (y, ũ) ( σ^{ik}_r (y, ũ) − σ^{ik}_r (x, ũ) ) dr + E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ η^{′′}_δ (r − ũ)σ^{jk}_{yj} (y, ũ) ( σ^{ik}_r (x, ũ) − σ^{ik}_r (x, r) ) dr ≤ E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς η^′_δ(u − ũ)σ^{jk}_{yj} (y, ũ)(y_l − x_l) ∫_1 0 σ^{ik}_{rxl} (x + θ(y − x), ũ)dθ + Cδς^{−1}E(1 + ‖u‖_{L1 (QT )} + ‖ũ‖_{L1(QT )}), and N_{3,3,1} + N_{7,3} = E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ η^{′′}_δ (u − r̃)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u) ( σ^{ik}_r (x, u) − σ^{ik}_r (y, u) ) dr̃ + E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ η^{′′}_δ (u − r̃)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u) ( σ^{jk}_r (y, u) − σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃) ) dr̃ ≤ −E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς η^′_δ (u − ũ)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u)(y_l − x_l) ∫_1 0 σ^{ik}_{rxl} (x + θ(y − x), u)dθ + Cδς^{−1}E (1 + ‖u‖_{L1(QT )} + ‖ũ‖_{L1(QT )}), we have N_{3,3} + N_{7,3} + N_{7,7} ≤ E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς η^′_δ(u − ũ)σ^{jk}_{yj} (y, ũ)(y_l − x_l) ∫_1 0 σ^{ik}_{rxl} (x + θ(y − x), ũ)dθ − E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς η^′_δ(u − ũ)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u)(y_l − x_l) ∫_1 0 σ^{ik}_{rxl} (x + θ(y − x), u)dθ + Cδς^{−1}E (1 + ‖u‖_{L1(QT )} + ‖ũ‖_{L1(QT )}). Since | |σ^{jk}_{yj} (y, ũ) ∫_1 0 σ^{ik}_{rxl} (x + θ(y − x), ũ)dθ − σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u) ∫_1 0 σ^{ik}_{rxl} (x + θ(y − x), u)dθ | | ≤ Cς(1 + |u| + |ũ|) + | |σ^{jk}_{yj} (y, ũ)σ^{ik}_{rxl} (x, ũ) − σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u)σ^{ik}_{rxl} (x, u) | | ≤ Cς(1 + |u| + |ũ|) + | |σ^{jk}_{yj} (y, ũ)σ^{ik}_{rxl} (x, ũ) − σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, ũ)σ^{ik}_{rxl} (x, ũ) | | + C|u − ũ| ≤ Cς(1 + |u| + |ũ|) + C|u − ũ|, we have N_{3,3} + N_{7,3} + N_{7,7} ≤ C(δς^{−1} + ς)E (1 + ‖u‖_{L1(QT )} + ‖ũ‖_{L1(QT )}) + CE ∫ t,x,y φ(t) ( ς d∑ i=1 |∂_{yi} ϱ_ς (x − y)| ) · |u − ũ|. For N_{7,5}, using Assumption 2.3, we have N_{7,5} ≤ CE ∫ t,x,y φ(t)ϱ_ς (x − y) · |u − ũ|. Similarly, we have

N_{7,6} + N_{7,8} ≤ E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς ∫_ũ u η^{′′}_δ (u − r̃)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u)σ^{ik}_{ryi} (y, u)dr̃ + E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ η^{′′}_δ (r − ũ)σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, ũ)σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ)dr + CδE (1 + ‖u‖_{L1(QT )} + ‖ũ‖_{L1(QT )}) ≤ E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς η^′_δ(u − ũ)|σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, ũ)σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ) − σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u)σ^{ik}_{ryi} (y, u)| + CδE (1 + ‖u‖_{L1(QT )} + ‖ũ‖_{L1(QT )}) ≤ C(δ + ς)E (1 + ‖u‖_{L1(QT )} + ‖ũ‖_{L1(QT )}) + E ∫ t,x,y φ(t)ϱ_ς (x − y)|u − ũ|. Using Assumption 2.3, we also have N_4 = −E ∫ t,x,y 1_{{ũ≤u}}∂_{xi} ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ ∫_u ũ 1_{{r̃≤r}}η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃) ( b^i_r(y, r̃) − b^i_r(x, r) ) drdr̃ − E ∫ t,x,y 1_{{u≤ũ}}∂_{xi} ϕ_ς ∫_ũ u ∫_ũ u 1_{{r≤r̃}}η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃) ( b^i_r(y, r̃) − b^i_r(x, r) ) drdr̃ − E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς η^′_δ(u − ũ) ( b^i_{xi} (x, u) − b^i_{yi} (y, ũ) ) ϕ_ς

+ E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς ∫_u ũ b^i_{rxi} (x, r)η^′_δ (r − ũ)dr − E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς ∫_ũ u b^i_{ryi} (y, r̃)η^′_δ(u − r̃)dr̃ ≤ C(ς + δς^{−1})E (1 + ‖u‖_{L1 (QT )} + ‖ũ‖_{L1(QT )}) + CE ∫ t,x,y φ(t) ( ς d∑ i=1 |∂_{xi} ϱ_ς (x − y)| + ϱ_ς (x − y) ) |u − ũ|. Combining these estimates of N_i, i = 1, . . . , 7 and | |E ∫ t,x,y η_δ(u − ũ)∂_tϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,y |u − ũ|∂_tϕ_ς | | ≤ Cδ, we obtain − E ∫ t,x,y |u − ũ|∂_tϕ_ς

≤ CE ∫ t,x,y |u − ũ| ( ς^2 d∑ i,j=1 |∂_{yixj} ϱ_ς (x − y)| + ς d∑ i=1 |∂_{xi} ϱ_ς (x − y)| + ϱ_ς (x − y) )

+ C(δ^{−1}ς^2 + ς + ς^{−2}δ^{2α} + δς^{−1} + δ^2ς^{−2})E [ 1 + ‖u‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1 (QT )} + ‖ũ‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1 (QT )} ] .

(3.6)

Let ϑ ∈ (m^{−1} ∨ 2^{−1}, 1), α ∈ (1/(2ϑ), 1 ∧ (m/2)), and δ = ς^{2ϑ}. Note that ς^2 ∑ i,j |∂_{yixj} ϱ_ς | and ς|∂_{xi} ϱ_ς | are approximations of the identity up to a constant. Taking ς ↓ 0, with the continuity of translations in L_1, we have −E ∫ t,x |u(t, x) − ũ(t, x)|∂_tφ(t) ≤ CE ∫ t,x |u(t, x) − ũ(t, x)|φ(t), (3.7) where the constant C only depends on ‖φ‖_{L∞ (0,T )}, ‖∂_tφ‖_{L1 (0,T )}, K, d, and T , and increases with their growth.

Let 0 < s < τ < T be Lebesgue points of the function t → E ∫ x |u(t, x) − ũ(t, x)|. Fix a constant γ ∈ (0, (τ − s) ∨ (T − τ)). We take a sequence of functions {φ_n}_{n∈N} satisfying φ_n ∈ C^∞_c ((0, T )) and max{‖φ‖_{L∞ (0,T )}, ‖∂_tφ‖_{L1(0,T )}} ≤ 1, such that lim_{n→∞} ‖φ_n − V_{(γ)}‖_H1_{0 (0,T )} = 0,

where V_{(γ)} : [0, T ] → R satisfies V_{(γ)}(0) = 0 and V^′_{(γ)} = γ^{−1}1_{[s,s+γ]} − γ^{−1}1_{[τ,τ +γ]}. Taking φ = φ_n in (3.7) and passing to the limit n → ∞, we have 1 γ E ∫_{τ +γ} τ ∫ x |u(t, x) − ũ(t, x)|dt ≤ 1 γ E ∫_{s+γ} s ∫ x |u(t, x) − ũ(t, x)|dt + CE ∫_{τ +γ} 0 ∫ x |u(t, x) − ũ(t, x)|dt. Let γ ↓ 0 and we have E ∫ x |u(τ, x) − ũ(τ, x)| ≤ E ∫ x |u(s, x) − ũ(s, x)| + CE ∫_τ 0 ∫ x |u(t, x) − ũ(t, x)|dt holds for almost all s ∈ (0, τ). Then, for each γ̃ ∈ (0, τ), by averaging over s ∈ (0, γ̃), we have E ∫ x |u(τ, x) − ũ(τ, x)| ≤ 1 γ̃ E ∫_{γ̃} 0 ∫ x |u(t, x) − ũ(t, x)|dt + CE ∫_τ 0 ∫ x |u(t, x) − ũ(t, x)|dt. Taking the limit γ̃ ↓ 0 and using Lemma 8.2 and Grönwall’s inequality, we obtain (3.1).

Now, we prove the uniqueness of the compensation measure ν.

Proposition 3.3. Let Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3 be satisfied, and ψ ∈ C^2_x(Q̄_T ). Given ψ(0, ·) ≤ ξ, ξ̃ ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω, F_0; L_{m+1}(T^d)), we suppose that (u, ν) and (ũ, ν̃) are entropy solutions to Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ) and Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ̃), respectively. If u = ũ for almost all (ω, t, x) ∈ Ω × Q_T , we have ν = ν̃ as an Radon measure on Q_T , almost surely.

Proof. We apply the entropy inequality (2.2) by taking η(r) := r and η(r) := −r, respectively. Combining these two inequalities, we have − ∫ Q_T ϕν(dxdt) = ∫ Q_T u∂_tϕdxdt + ∫ T^d ξϕ(0)dx + ∫ Q_T Φ(u)Δϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T �a^{ij}�(u)∂_{xixj} ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T ( �a^{ij}_{xj} + b^i_r�(x, u) − 2b^i(x, u) ) ∂_{xi} ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T ( − b^i_{xi} (x, u) + �b^i_{rxi} �(x, u) + f(t, x, u) ) ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T ( ϕσ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u) − �σ^{ik}_{rxi} �(x, u)ϕ − �σ^{ik}_r �(x, u)∂_{xi} ϕ ) dxdW^k_t . With the uniqueness of u, if there exists another entropy solution (u, ν̃) to the obstacle problem Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ), we have ∫ Q_T ϕν(dxdt) = ∫ Q_T ϕν̃(dxdt), a.s. ω ∈ Ω (3.8)

for all test function ϕ := φϱ ≥ 0, where (φ, ϱ) ∈ C^∞_c ([0, T )) × C^∞(T^d).

Now, we weaken the requirement on ϕ to C(Q̄_T ). Fix a function ϕ ∈ C(Q̄_T ) satisfying ϕ(T, ·) ≡ 0. For any ε̄ > 0, these exist L ∈ N, series {z_l}^L_{l=1} and smooth functions {ϕ_l}^L_{l=1} satisfying ϕ_l = φ_lρ_l ≥ 0 where φ_l ∈ C^∞_c ([0, T )) and ρ_l ∈ C^∞(T^d), such that ‖ ‖ϕ −^L∑ l=1 z_lϕ_l ‖ ‖ C(Q̄_T ) ≤ ε̄.

Then, we have E | | ∫ Q_T ϕν̃(dxdt) − ∫ Q_T ϕν(dxdt) | |

≤ E | | | ∫ Q_T ϕν̃(dxdt) − ∫ Q_T L∑ l=1 z_lϕ_lν̃(dxdt) | | | + L∑ l=1 z_lE | | | ∫ Q_T ϕ_lν̃(dxdt) − ∫ Q_T ϕ_lν(dxdt) | | | + E | | ∫ Q_T ϕν(dxdt) − ∫ Q_T L∑ l=1 z_lϕ_lν(dxdt) | |

≤ ( Eν̃ (Q_T ) + Eν(Q_T ) ) · ‖ ‖ϕ − L∑ l=1 z_lϕ_l ‖ ‖_{C(Q̄T )} ≤ Cε̄.

(3.9)

Therefore, we have (3.8) holds for all ϕ ∈ C(Q̄_T ) satisfying ϕ(T, x) ≡ 0, which means ν = ν̃ as an Radon measure on Q_T , almost surely.

4 Approximation and the penalization scheme

Sections 4–6 are devoted to the proof of the existence of the entropy solution. The basic idea is approximating Φ with the smooth functions Φ_n as in [17] and using the penalization method.

Lemma 4.1 (Proposition 5.1 in [17]). Let Φ satisfy Assumption 2.2 with a constant K > 1. Then, for all n ∈ N, there exists an increasing function Φ_n ∈ C^∞(R) with bounded derivatives, satisfying Assumption 2.2 with constant 3K, such that √ Φ^′_n(r) ≥ 2/n, and sup_{|r|≤n} | √ Φ^′(r) − √ Φ^′_n(r)| ≤ 4 n . Define P_ϵ(r, b) := (r − b)^−/ϵ and ξ_n := (−n) ∨ (ξ ∧ n). We introduce the approximating penalized equations Π(Φ_n, f + P_ϵ(·, ψ), ξ_n): u_{n,ϵ}(0, x) = ξ_n(x) and du_{n,ϵ} = [ΔΦ_n(u_{n,ϵ}) + f(t, x, u_{n,ϵ}) + ϵ^{−1}(u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^−]dt + ∇ · σ^k(x, u_{n,ϵ}) ∘ dW^k_t , ϵ > 0. Let u_{n,ϵ} be the weak solution of Π(Φ_n, f + P_ϵ(·, ψ), ξ_n) such that u_{n,ϵ}, Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ}) ∈ L_2(Ω_T , H^1(T^d)). The well-posedness of these equations can be proved using a priori estimates (Proposition 4.2) and Galerkin method as in [18, 22].

Proposition 4.2. Let Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3 hold. Suppose ξ ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω, F_0; L_{m+1}(T^d)) and ψ ∈ C(Q̄_T ). For all n ∈ N, ϵ > 0, and p ∈ [2, ∞), an L_2-solution u_{n,ϵ} satisfies estimates E sup_{t≤T} ‖u_{n,ϵ}(t)‖^p_{L2(Td)} + E ‖ ‖∇� √ Φ^′_n�(u_{n,ϵ}) ‖ ‖^p_{L2(QT )} + ϵ^{− p}_2 E‖(u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^−‖^p_{L2(QT )} +E‖ϵ^{−1} (u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^−‖^{p2}_{L1(QT )} ≤ C ( 1 + E ‖ξ_n ‖^p_{L2(Td)} ) , (4.1)

and E sup_{t≤T} ‖u_{n,ϵ}(t)‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Td)} + 1 ϵ E ∫ Q_T |(u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^−|^2|u_{n,ϵ}|^{m−1}dxds +‖∇Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ})‖^2_{L2(Ω×QT )} ≤ C ( 1 + ‖ξ_n‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Ω×Td)} ) , (4.2)

where the constant C is independent of n and ϵ.

Remark 4.3. Proposition 4.2 provides a uniform estimate for the penalty term ϵ^{−1}(u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^−, which is essential in establishing the existence of ν.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Since ψ ∈ C(Q̄_T ), we can assume that ψ ≤ M for a constant M big enough. Applying Itô’s formula (cf. [16, Lemma 2]), we have ‖u_{n,ϵ}(t) − M − 1‖^2_{L2(Td)} = ‖ξ_n − M − 1‖^2_{L2 (Td)} − 2 ∫_t 0 ⟨∂_{xi} Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ}), ∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ}⟩_{L2(T}d_)ds − 2 ∫_t 0 ⟨a^{ij} (x, u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xj} u_{n,ϵ} + b^i(x, u_{n,ϵ}), ∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ}⟩_{L2(T}d_)ds + 2 ∫_t 0 ⟨f(s, ·, u_{n,ϵ}) + 1 ϵ (u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^−, u_{n,ϵ} − M − 1⟩_{L2(T}d_)ds − 2 ∫_t 0 ⟨σ^{ik}(x, u_{n,ϵ}), ∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ}⟩_{L2(T}d_)dW^k_s + ∫_t 0 ∞∑ k=1 ‖σ^{ik}_r (x, u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ} + σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u_{n,ϵ})‖^2_{L2(Td)}ds, a.e. t ∈ [0, T ]. Since_∞ ∑ k=1 |σ^{ik}_r (u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ} + σ^{ik}_{xi} (u_{n,ϵ})|^2

= 2a^{ij} (x, u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xj} u_{n,ϵ}∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ} + 4b^i(x, u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ} + ∞∑ k=1 σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u_{n,ϵ})σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u_{n,ϵ}), (4.3)

and ⟨b^i(x, u_{n,ϵ}), ∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ}⟩_{L2(T}d_) = − ∫ x �b^i_{xi} �(x, u_{n,ϵ}), ⟨σ^{ik}(x, u_{n,ϵ}), ∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ}⟩_{L2(T}d_) = − ∫ x �σ^{ik}_{xi} �(x, u_{n,ϵ}), (4.4)

in view of the definition of √ Φ^′_n and Assumption 2.3, we have ‖u_{n,ϵ}(t)‖^2_{L2(Td)} ≤ C + ‖ξ_n‖^2_{L2(Td)} + C ∫_t 0 ‖u_{n,ϵ}‖^2_{L2(Td)}ds − 2 ∫_t 0 ‖∇� √ Φ^′_n�(u_{n,ϵ})‖^2_{L2(Td)}ds + 2 ϵ ∫_t 0 ⟨(u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^−, u_{n,ϵ} − M − 1⟩_{L2 (T}d_)ds + 2 ∞∑ k=1 ∫_t 0 ∫ x �σ^{ik}_{xi} �(x, u_{n,ϵ})dW^k_s . Since ψ ≤ M, we have 2 ϵ ∫_t 0 ⟨(u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^−, u_{n,ϵ} − M − 1⟩_{L2 (T}d_)ds ≤ − 2 ϵ ∫_t 0 ‖(u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^−‖^2_{L2(Td)}ds − 2 ϵ ∫_t 0 ∫ x (u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^−ds.

Raising to the power p/2, taking supreme up to time τ and expectations, since E sup_{t≤τ} | | ∞∑ k=1 ∫_t 0 ∫ x �σ^{ik}_{xi} �(x, u_{n,ϵ})dW^k_s | | p 2

≤ E | | | ∫_τ 0 ∞∑ k=1 ( ∫ x �σ^{ik}_{xi} �(x, u_{n,ϵ}) )_2 ds | | | p 4

≤ CE | | ∫_τ 0 ( ∫ x ∫_{un,ϵ} 0 (^∞∑ k=1 |σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, r)|^2 ) 1_2 dr )_2 ds | |^p4

≤ CE | | ∫_τ 0 1 + ‖u_{n,ϵ}‖^4_{L2(Td)}ds | |^p4

≤ C + ε̄E sup_{t≤τ} ‖u_{n,ϵ}(t)‖^p_{L2 (Td)} + ε̄^{−1}C ∫_τ 0 E sup_{t≤s} ‖u_{n,ϵ}(t)‖^p_{L2(Td)}ds, applying Grönwall’s inequality, we have inequality (4.1).

To prove inequality (4.2) without the term E ‖∇Φ_n (u_{n,ϵ})‖^2_{L2(QT )}, applying Itô’s formula (cf. [16, Lemma 2]), we have ‖u_{n,ϵ}(t) − M‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Td)} = ‖ξ_n − M‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Td)} − (m^2 + m) ∫_t 0 ∫ x ∂_{xi} Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ})|u_{n,ϵ} − M|^{m−1}∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ}ds − (m^2 + m) ∫_t 0 ∫ x ( a^{ij} (x, u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xj} u_{n,ϵ} + b^i(x, u_{n,ϵ}) ) |u_{n,ϵ} − M|^{m−1}∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ}ds + (m + 1) ∫_t 0 ∫ x [ f(s, x, u_{n,ϵ}) + 1 ϵ (u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^− ] |u_{n,ϵ} − M|^{m−1}(u_{n,ϵ} − M)ds − (m^2 + m) ∫_t 0 ∫ x σ^{ik}(x, u_{n,ϵ})|u_{n,ϵ} − M|^{m−1}∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ}dW^k_s + (m^2 + m) 2 ∫_t 0 ∞∑ k=1 ∫ x ( σ^{ik}_r (x, u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ} + σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u_{n,ϵ}) )_2 |u_{n,ϵ} − M|^{m−1}ds. With (4.3) and ∫ x b^i(x, u_{n,ϵ})|u_{n,ϵ} − M|^{m−1}∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ} = − ∫ x �b^i_{xi} | · −M|^{m−1}�(x, u_{n,ϵ}), ∫ x σ^{ik}(x, u_{n,ϵ})|u_{n,ϵ} − M|^{m−1}∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ} = − ∫ x �σ^{ik}_{xi} | · −M|^{m−1}�(x, u_{n,ϵ}), in view of the monotonicity of Φ_n, Assumption 2.3, and ψ ≤ M, we have ‖u_{n,ϵ}(t)‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Td)} + m + 1 ϵ ∫_t 0 ∫ x |(u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^−|^2|u_{n,ϵ}|^{m−1}ds ≤ C + C‖ξ_n‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Td)} + C ∫_t 0 ‖u_{n,ϵ}‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Td)}ds + (m^2 + m) ∞∑ k=1 ∫_t 0 ∫ x �σ^{ik}_{xi} | · −M|^{m−1}�(x, u_{n,ϵ})dW^k_s . (4.5)

Taking supreme up to time τ and taking expectations, since E sup_{t≤τ} | | | ∞∑ k=1 ∫_t 0 ∫ x �| · −M|^{m−1}σ^{ik}_{xi} �(x, u_{n,ϵ})dW^k_s | | |

≤ CE | | ∫_τ 0 ∞∑ k=1 ( ∫ x �| · −M|^{m−1}σ^{ik}_{xi} �(x, u_{n,ϵ}) )_2 ds | |^12

≤ CE | | ∫_τ 0 ( ∫ x ∫_{un,ϵ} 0 |^∞∑ k=1 |σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, r)|^2 | 1_2 |r − M|^{m−1}dr )_2 ds | |^12

≤ CE | | ∫_τ 0 1 + ‖u_{n,ϵ}‖^{2(m+1)}

L_{m+1}(T^d)ds | |^12

≤ C + ε̄E sup_{t≤τ} ‖u_{n,ϵ}(t)‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1 (Td)} + ε̄^{−1}C ∫_τ 0 E sup_{t≤s} ‖u_{n,ϵ}(t)‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Td)}ds, applying Grönwall’s inequality, we obtain the desired inequality.

To estimate the term E ‖∇Φ_n (u_{n,ϵ})‖^2_{L2(QT )}, using Itô’s formula (cf. [28]), we have ∫ x ∫_{un,ϵ(t,x)} 0 Φ_n(r)dr = ∫ x ∫_{ξn} 0 Φ_n(r)dr − ∫_t 0 ∫ x ∂_{xi} Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xi} Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ})ds − ∫_t 0 ∫ x ( ∂_{xi} a^{ij}(x, u_{n,ϵ})∂_{yj} u_{n,ϵ} + b^i(x, u_{n,ϵ}) ) ∂_{xi} Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ})ds + ∫_t 0 ∫ x ( f(s, x, u_{n,ϵ}) + 1 ϵ (u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^− ) Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ})ds + 1 2 ∫_t 0 ∫ x ∞∑ k=1 |σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u_{n,ϵ}) + σ^{ik}_r (x, u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ}|^2Φ^′_n(u_{n,ϵ})ds

− ∞∑ k=1 ∫_t 0 ∫ x σ^{ik}(x, u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xi} Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ})dW^k_s . Since (4.3) and ∫ x b^i(x, u_{n,ϵ})Φ^′_n(u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ} = − ∫ x �b^i_{xi} Φ^′_n�(x, u_{n,ϵ}), ∫ x σ^{ik}(x, u_{n,ϵ})Φ^′_n(u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xi} u_{n,ϵ} = − ∫ x �σ^{ik}_{xi} Φ^′_n�(x, u_{n,ϵ}), in view of Assumption 2.2 and the monotonicity of Φ_n, we have E ‖∇Φ_n (u_{n,ϵ})‖^2_{L2 (QT )} ≤ C + CE‖ξ_n ‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Td)} + CE‖u_{n,ϵ} ‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(QT )} + ∫ t,x 1 ϵ (u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^−Φ_n(M) ≤ C + CE‖ξ_n ‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Td)} + C ∫ t,x 1 ϵ (u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^− ≤ C + CE‖ξ_n ‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Td)}.

(4.6)

Therefore, this proposition is proved.

Next, we prove the uniform (⋆)-property of L_2-solution u_{n,ϵ}.

Proposition 4.4. Let Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3 hold. For any n ∈ N, ϵ > 0, ξ ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω, F_0; L_{m+1}(T^d)), and ψ ∈ C(Q̄_T ), let u_{n,ϵ} be the L_2-solution to Π(Φ_n, f + P_ϵ(·, ψ), ξ_n). Then, the function u_{n,ϵ} has the (⋆)-property. If further ξ ∈ L_4(Ω; L_2(T^d)), the constant C in Definition 3.1 is independent of n and ϵ.

Proof. Fix θ > 0 small enough. We will apply the approximation method in the proof of [18, Lemma 5.3]. For a function g ∈ L_2(T^d) and a constant γ > 0, let g^{(γ)} := ϱ_γ ∗ g be the mollification. Then, the function u^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ} satisfies (pointwise) the equation du^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ} = [( ΔΦ_n(u_{n,ϵ}) + ∂_{xi} ( a^{ij}(·, u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xj} u_{n,ϵ} + b^i(·, u_{n,ϵ}) )

+ f(t, ·, u_{n,ϵ}) + 1 ϵ (u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^− )_{(γ)}] dt + ( ∂_{xi} σ^{ik}(·, u_{n,ϵ}) )_{(γ)} dW^k_t .

Applying Itô’s formula, we have ∫ t,x,z H(t, x, z|ũ, ϕ_θ, h) ( ρ_λ(u^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ} (t, x) − z) − ρ_λ(u^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ} (t − θ, x) − z) ) = 6∑ l=1 N^{(l)}_{λ,γ} , where

N^{(1)}_{λ,γ} := ∫ t,x,z H(t, x, z|ũ, ϕ_θ, h) ∫_t t−θ ρ^′_λ(u^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ}(s, x) − z)Δ ( Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ}) )_{(γ)} ds, N^{(2)}_{λ,γ} := ∫ t,x,z H(t, x, z|ũ, ϕ_θ, h) ∫_t t−θ ρ^′_λ(u^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ}(s, x) − z) ( ∂_{xi} ( a^{ij} (x, u_{n,ϵ})∂_{xj} u_{n,ϵ} + 2b^i(x, u_{n,ϵ}) ))(γ) ds, N^{(3)}_{λ,γ} := ∫ t,x,z H(t, x, z|ũ, ϕ_θ, h) ∫_t t−θ ρ^′_λ(u^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ}(s, x) − z) ( − ∂_{xi} b^i(x, u_{n,ϵ}) )_{(γ)} ds, N^{(4)}_{λ,γ} := ∫ t,x,z H(t, x, z|ũ, ϕ_θ, h) ∫_t t−θ ρ^′_λ(u^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ}(s, x) − z) ( ∂_{xi} σ^{ik}(x, u_{n,ϵ}) )_{(γ)} dW^k_s ,

N^{(5)}_{λ,γ} := 1 2 ∫ t,x,z H(t, x, z|ũ, ϕ_θ, h) ∫_t t−θ ρ^{′′}_λ(u^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ} (s, x) − z) ∞∑ k=1 | | ( ∂_{xi} σ^{ik}(x, u_{n,ϵ}) )_{(γ)}| |^2ds, N^{(6)}_{λ,γ} := ∫ t,x,z H(t, x, z|ũ, ϕ_θ, h) ∫_t t−θ ρ^′_λ(u^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ}(s, x) − z) ( f(s, ·, u_{n,ϵ}) + 1 ϵ (u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^− )_{(γ)} ds. For N^{(6)}_{λ,γ} , using the integration by parts formula in z, we have

E|N^{(6)}_{λ,γ} | ≤ N^{(6)}_1 + N^{(6)}_2 ,

where

N^{(6)}_1 := E | ∫ t,x,z ∂_zH(t, x, z|ũ, ϕ_θ, h) ∫_t t−θ ρ_λ(u^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ} (s, x) − z) ( f(s, ·, u_{n,ϵ}) )_{(γ)} ds | , N^{(6)}_2 := E | ∫ t,x,z ∂_zH(t, x, z|ũ, ϕ_θ, h) ∫_t t−θ ρ_λ(u^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ} (s, x) − z) ( 1 ϵ (u_{n,ϵ} − ψ)^− )_{(γ)} ds | . Applying Assumption 2.3, [18, Remark 3.2 and Lemma 3.8] and Lemma 4.2, we have

N^{(6)}_1 ≤ E | |‖∂zH‖_{L∞(QT ×R)} ∫ t,x ∫_t t−θ ( f(s, ·, u_{n,ϵ}) )_{(γ)} ∫ z ρ_λ(u^{(γ)}_{n,ϵ} (s, x) − z)ds | | ≤ 2E | |‖∂_z H‖_{L∞(QT ×R)}θ ∫ t,x ( f(t, ·, u_{n,ϵ}) )_{(γ)}| | ≤ Cθ ( E‖∂_z H‖^2_{L∞(QT ×R)} )_{1/2}( ‖f(·, ·, u_{n,ϵ})‖^2_{L2 (Ω×QT )} )_{1/2}

≤ Cθ ( E‖∂_z H‖^2_{L∞(QT ×R)} )_{1/2}( 1 + ‖u_{n,ϵ}‖^2_{L2(Ω×QT )} )_{1/2} ≤ Cθ^{1−μ},

(4.7) where μ := (3m + 5)/(4m + 4) < 1, and the constant C is independent with n and ϵ. Similarly, using estimate (4.1), we have

N^{(6)}_2 ≤ Cθ ( E ‖∂_z H‖^2_{L∞(QT ×R)} )_{1/2}( E ‖P_ϵ (u_{n,ϵ}, ψ)‖^2_{L1 (QT )} )_{1/2} ≤ Cθ^{1−μ}. (4.8) The estimates for N^{(i)}_{λ,γ} , i = 1, . . . , 5 can be obtained as in the proof of [18, Lemma 5.3]. Combining these estimates and following the proof of [18, Lemma 5.3], we have E ∫ t,x,a H(t, x, u_{n,ϵ}(t, x)|ũ, ϕ_θ, h) ≤ lim sup λ→0 lim sup γ→0 E [| N^{(1)}_{λ,γ} | + | N^{(3)}_{λ,γ} | + | N^{(6)}_{λ,γ} |] + lim sup λ→0 lim sup γ→0 E | N^{(2)}_{λ,γ} + N^{(5)}_{λ,γ} |

+ lim_{λ→0} lim_{γ→0} EN^{(4)}_{λ,γ} ≤ Cθ^{1−μ} + B(u_{n,ϵ}, ũ|ϕ_θ, h), Moreover, when ξ ∈ L_4(Ω; L_2(T^d)), the constant C is independent with n and ϵ, which concludes the proof of the proposition.

With the help of the following result, we can obtain the (⋆)-property of u.

Lemma 4.5 (Corollary 3.9 in [18]). Let {u_n}_{n∈N} be a sequence bounded in L_{m+1}(Ω_T × T^d) satisfying the (⋆)-property uniformly in n, which means that the constant C in Definition 3.1 is independent of n. If u_n converges to a function u almost surely on Ω × Q_T , then u has the (⋆)-property.

5 Comparison principle

In this section, we shall prove the monotonocity of u_{n,ϵ} with respect to ϵ. Since the doubling-variables technique in L_1-estimate can deal with the nonlinear term ΔΦ(u_{n,ϵ}), we use it instead of directly applying the Itô’s formula to (u_{ϵ1} − u_{ϵ2} )^+.

The method here basically follows the ones in the proof of [34, Lemma 5.1]. Note that in view of the definition of L_2-solution, the smoothness of √ Φ^′_n and inequality (4.2), we have that the L_2-solution u_n is also an entropy solution to Π(Φ_n, f, ξ_n) using Itô’s formula.

Proposition 5.1. Fix n ∈ N. Let Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3 hold for both f and f̃. For any ξ_n ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω, F_0; L_{m+1}(T^d)), suppose that f(·, ·, r) ≤ f̃(·, ·, r) on Q_T for each r ∈ R, and u_n and ũ_n are entropy solutions to Π(Φ_n, f, ξ_n) and Π(Φ_n, f̃, ξ_n), respectively. Then, we have u_n ≤ ũ_n almost surely on Ω × Q_T .

Proof. The proof is similar to the ones of Proposition 3.2. The different lies in the selection of η_δ. For each δ > 0, we define the function η_δ ∈ C^2(R) by

η_δ(0) = η^′_δ(0) = 0, η^{′′}_δ (r) = ρ_δ(r).

Thus, we have |η_δ (r) − r^+| ≤ δ, supp η^{′′}_δ ⊂ [0, δ], ∫ R |η^{′′}_δ (r)|dr ≤ 2, |η^{′′}_δ | ≤ 2δ^{−1}. Then, fix (z, s, y) ∈ R × Q_T . We use the entropy inequality of u_n with η(r) := η_δ(r − z) and ϕ(t, x) := ϕ_{θ,ς} (t, x, s, y). By taking z = ũ_n(s, y), integrating over (s, y) ∈ Q_T , and taking expectations and θ ↓ 0, we have the estimate from the aspect of u_n. Note that the stochastic integral is zero as the one in (3.2).

Similarly, for each (z, t, x) ∈ R × Q_T , we apply the entropy inequality of ũ_n with η(r) := η_δ(z − r) and ϕ(s, y) := ϕ_{θ,ς} (t, x, s, y). Then, substituting z = u_n(t, x), integrating over (t, x) ∈ Q_T and taking expectations, with the (⋆)-property of u_n where h(r) := −η^′_δ(−r) and g(x, y) := ϱ_ς (x − y), we finally take θ ↓ 0 to obtain the estimate from the aspect of ũ_n. Adding these two estimates together, we have −E ∫ t,x,y η_δ(u_n − ũ_n)∂_tϕ_ς ≤ 7∑ l=1 N_l, (5.1) where

N_1 := E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u_n − ũ_n) ( f(t, x, u_n) − f̃(t, y, ũ_n) ) ϕ_ς , N_2 := E ∫ t,x,y �Φ^′_nη^′_δ(· − ũ_n)�(u_n)Δ_xϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,s,y �Φ^′_nη^′_δ(u_n − ·)�(ũ_n)Δ_yϕ_ς , N_3 := E ∫ t,x,y �a^{ij}η^′_δ(· − ũ_n)�(x, u_n)∂_{xixj} ϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,y �a^{ij} η^′_δ(u_n − ·)�(y, ũ_n)∂_{yiyj} ϕ_ς + E ∫ t,x,y �a^{ij}_{xj} η^′_δ(· − ũ_n)�(x, u_n)∂_{xi} ϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,y �a^{ij}_{yj} η^′_δ(u_n − ·)�(y, ũ_n)∂_{yi} ϕ_ς − 2E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u_n − ũ_n)b^i(x, u_n)∂_{xi} ϕ_ς + 2E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u_n − ũ_n)b^i(y, ũ_n)∂_{yi} ϕ_ς , N_4 := E ∫ t,x,y �b^i_rη^′_δ(· − ũ_n)�(x, u_n)∂_{xi} ϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,y �b^i_rη^′_δ(u_n − ·)�(y, ũ_n)∂_{yi} ϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u_n − ũ_n)b^i_{xi} (x, u_n)ϕ_ς + E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u_n − ũ_n)b^i_{yi} (y, ũ_n)ϕ_ς + E ∫ t,x,y �b^i_{rxi} η^′_δ(· − ũ_n)�(x, u_n)ϕ_ς − E ∫ t,x,y �b^i_{ryi} η^′_δ(u_n − ·)�(y, ũ_n)ϕ_ς , N_5 := E ∫ t,x,y 1 2 η^{′′}_δ (u_n − ũ_n) ∞∑ k=1 ( |σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u_n)|^2 + |σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ_n)|^2 ) ϕ_ς , N_6 := E ∫ t,x,y −η^{′′}_δ (u_n − ũ_n) ( |∇_x� √ Φ^′_n�(u_n)|^2 + |∇_y� √ Φ^′_n�(ũ_n)|^2 ) ϕ_ς , N_7 := −E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yixj} ϕ_ς ∫_{un} ũ_n ∫_{ũn} r η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)σ^{jk}_r (x, r)σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃)dr̃dr − E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς ∫_{un} ũ_n ∫_{ũn} r η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, r)σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃)dr̃dr + E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{yi} ϕ_ς ∫_{ũn} u_n η^{′′}_δ (u_n − r̃)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u_n)σ^{ik}_r (y, r̃)dr̃ − E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{xj} ϕ_ς ∫_{un} ũ_n ∫_{ũn} r η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)σ^{jk}_r (x, r)σ^{ik}_{ryi} (y, r̃)dr̃dr − E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς ∫_{un} ũ_n ∫_{ũn} r η^{′′}_δ (r − r̃)σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, r)σ^{ik}_{ryi} (y, r̃)dr̃dr + E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς ∫_{ũn} u_n η^{′′}_δ (u_n − r̃)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u_n)σ^{ik}_{ryi} (y, r̃)dr̃ − E ∫ t,x,y ∂_{xj} ϕ_ς ∫_{un} ũ_n η^{′′}_δ (r − ũ_n)σ^{jk}_r (x, r)σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ_n)dr + E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς ∫_{un} ũ_n η^{′′}_δ (r − ũ_n)σ^{jk}_{rxj} (x, r)σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ_n)dr − E ∫ t,x,y ϕ_ς η^{′′}_δ (u_n − ũ_n)σ^{jk}_{xj} (x, u_n)σ^{ik}_{yi} (y, ũ_n).

where u_n = u_n(t, x) and ũ_n = ũ_n(t, y). To estimate term N_1, using Assumption 2.3 and f ≤ f̃, we have

N_1 = E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u_n − ũ_n) ( f(t, x, u_n) − f̃(t, x, u_n) ) ϕ_ς + E ∫ t,x,y η^′_δ(u_n − ũ_n) ( f̃(t, x, u_n) − f̃(t, y, ũ_n) ) ϕ_ς ≤ Cς^κ + CE ∫ t,x,y (u_n − ũ_n)^+ϱ_ς (x − y)φ(t).

Other terms can be estimated as the proof of Proposition 3.2. Then, we obtain − E ∫ t,x,y (u_n − ũ_n)^+ϱ_ς (x − y)∂_tφ(t) ≤ C ( ς^κ + δς^{−1} + ς^{−2}δ^{2α} + ς^{−2}δ^2 + ς^2δ^{−1} ) · E [ 1 + ‖u_n‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(QT )} + ‖ũ_n‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(QT )} ]

+ CE ∫ t,x,y φ(t)(u_n(t, x) − ũ_n(t, y))^+ ( ς^2 ∑ i,j |∂_{yixj} ϱ_ς (x − y)| + ς|∂_{xi} ϱ_ς (x − y)| + ϱ_ς (x − y) ) .

We choose ϑ ∈ (m^{−1} ∨ 2^{−1}, 1) and α ∈ (1/(2ϑ), 1 ∧ (m/2)). Let δ = ς^{2ϑ} and ς ↓ 0. We have C(ς, δ) ↓ 0. Note that ς^2 ∑ i,j |∂_{yixj} ϱ_ς | and ς|∂_{xi} ϱ_ς | are approximations of the identity up to a constant.

With the continuity of translations in L_1, we have E ∫ t,x (u_n(τ, x) − ũ_n(τ, x))^+∂_tφ(t) ≤ CE ∫ t,x (u_n(t, x) − ũ_n(t, x))^+φ(t). Following the proof of Proposition 3.2 and using Grönwall’s inequality, we have E ∫ x (u_n(τ, x) − ũ_n(τ, x))^+ = 0, a.s. τ ∈ [0, T ],

which proves this lemma.

6 Existence

We first introduce an existence result on Π(Φ, f + P_ϵ(·, ψ), ξ), the solution of which is a almost surely limit of the subsequence of {u_{n,ϵ}}_{n∈N} when n → ∞. Then, taking the limit ϵ ↓ 0, with the the monotonicity of u_ϵ in ϵ, we acquire the existence of the entropy solution (u, ν).

Lemma 6.1. Fix ϵ > 0. Let Assumption 2.2 hold. For any ξ ∈ L_4(Ω, F_0; L_2(T^d))∩L_{m+1}(Ω, F_0; L_{m+1}(T^d)), ψ ∈ C^κ_x (Q̄_T ) satisfying (2.4), and n ∈ N, the problem Π(Φ_n, f + P_ϵ(·, ψ), ξ_n) has a unique L_2-solution u_{n,ϵ}. Moreover, by taking subsequence, we can assume that when n → ∞, u_{n,ϵ} almost surely converge to u_ϵ which is an entropy solution of Π(Φ, f + P_ϵ(·, ψ), ξ). The function u_ϵ has the (⋆)-property and satisfies E sup_{t≤T} ‖u_ϵ(t)‖^2_{L2(Td)} + E‖∇� √ Φ^′�(u_ϵ)‖^2_{L2(QT )} + E ‖ϵ^{−1} (u_ϵ − ψ)^−‖^{(m+1)/2}_{L1(QT )} ≤ C ( 1 + E‖ξ‖^{m+1}_{L2 (Td)} ) , (6.1)

and E sup_{t≤T} ‖u_ϵ(t)‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1 (Td)} ≤ C ( 1 + ‖ξ‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1 (Ω×Td)} ) . (6.2)

The proof of existence in Lemma 6.1 follows a standard procedure, wherein we prove the existence of the L_2-solution u_{n,ϵ} using the Galerkin method, and then taking n → ∞ (cf. [18, 22, 34]). Further treatment of the inhomogeneous function f + P_ϵ(·, ψ) is required in our case, and this is easily proved due to the Hölder continuity in x and Lipschitz continuity in r. Moreover, a priori estimates (6.1) and (6.2) result from Proposition 4.2, along with the almost sure convergence of u_{n,ϵ} and uniform integrability of {|u_{n,ϵ}|^q}_{n∈N} for any 0 < q < m + 1. The (⋆)-property of u_ϵ can be obtained using Proposition 4.4 and Lemma 4.5. Therefore, we omit the proof.

Remark 6.2. The (⋆)-property of u_ϵ is uniform on ϵ, if ξ ∈ L_4(Ω, F_0; L_2(T^d)).

We are now in a positive to conclude the proof of Theorem 2.4.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. First, we assume additionally the initial data ξ ∈ L_4(Ω, F_0; L_2(T^d)). Let {ϵ_i}_{i∈N} be a monotone sequence decreasing to 0. Using Lemma 6.1, the penalized equation Π(Φ, f + P_{ϵi} (·, ψ), ξ) has an entropy solution u_{ϵi} . From Proposition 5.1, the functions u_{ϵi} almost surely increase as i → ∞. Set the pointwise limit to be u which takes value in [−∞, ∞]. With the estimates (6.2) and Fatous lemma, we have u ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω × Q_T ), which implies |u| < ∞ almost sure on Ω × Q_T . Furthermore, this convergence is strong in L_{m+1}(Ω × Q_T ) based on the dominated convergence theorem, and we have E sup_{t≤T} ‖u(t)‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1 (Td)} ≤ C ( 1 + ‖ξ‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Ω×Td)} ) . Furthermore, the (⋆)-property of u is a direct consequence from Proposition 4.4 and Lemma 4.5.

Define ν_i := P_{ϵi} (u_{ϵi} , ψ). Now, we prove that the set {ν_i}_{i∈N} is sequentially compact. Note that with the Sobolev embedding, when p > d + 1, the space H^1_{p,0}(Q_T ) is continuously embedding into the space C^α_0 (Q̄_T ), which means ‖g‖_{L∞(QT )} ≤ ‖g‖_Cα_{(QT )} ≤ C‖g‖_H1_{p (QT )}. Choose q such that 1/p + 1/q = 1. Using the duality, for all g ∈ L_1(Q_T ), we have ‖g‖_H−1_{q (QT )} ≤ C‖g‖_{L1(QT )}. Define ν_i := P_{ϵi} (u_{ϵi} , ψ), we have ‖ν_i‖_{L(m+1)/2 (Ω;H}−1_{q (QT ))} ≤ C‖ν_i‖_{L(m+1)/2(Ω;L1(QT ))} < ∞. Therefore, we can choose subsequence {k^′} ⊂ N such that {ν_k′ } weakly converges to ν in the space L_{(m+1)/2}(Ω; H^{−1}_q (Q_T )). Since ν_i ≥ 0 as a function in L_{(m+1)/2}(Ω; L_1(Q_T )), we have ‖ν(Q_T )‖_{L(m+1)/2 (Ω)} ≤ lim_{k′→∞}‖ν_k′ ‖_{L(m+1)/2 (Ω;L1(QT ))} < ∞. On the other hand, from the definition of entropy solution, for all φ ∈ C^∞_c ([0, T )), ρ ∈ C^∞(T^d), and ϕ = φρ ≥ 0, by taking η(r) = r and η(r) = −r, we have − ∫ Q_T ϕν_k′ dxdt = ∫ Q_T u_{ϵk′} ∂_tϕdxdt + ∫ T^d ξϕ(0)dx + ∫ Q_T Φ(u_{ϵk′} )Δϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T �a^{ij}�(x, u_{ϵk′} )∂_{xixj} ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T ( �a^{ij}_{xj} + b^i_r�(x, u_{ϵk′} ) − 2b^i(x, u_{ϵk′} ) ) ∂_{xi} ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T ( − b^i_{xi} (x, u_{ϵk′} ) + �b^i_{rxi} �(x, u_{ϵk′} ) + f(t, x, u_{ϵk′} ) ) ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T ( ϕσ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u_{ϵk′} ) − �σ^{ik}_{rxi} �(x, u_{ϵk′} )ϕ − �σ^{ik}_r �(x, u_{ϵk′} )∂_{xi} ϕ ) dxdW^k_t .

(6.3)

With the almost sure convergence of u_ϵ and uniformly integrable of |u_{ϵk′} |^q, q < m + 1, when k^′ → ∞, the right-hand side of (6.3) almost surely converges to ∫ Q_T u∂_tϕdxdt + ∫ T^d ξϕ(0)dx + ∫ Q_T Φ(u)Δϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T �a^{ij}�(u)∂_{xixj} ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T ( �a^{ij}_{xj} + b^i_r�(x, u) − 2b^i(x, u) ) ∂_{xi} ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T ( − b^i_{xi} (x, u) + �b^i_{rxi} �(x, u) + f(t, x, u) ) ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T ( ϕσ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u) − �σ^{ik}_{rxi} �(x, u)ϕ − �σ^{ik}_r �(x, u)∂_{xi} ϕ ) dxdW^k_t . Moreover, since ϕ ∈ H^1_p (Q_T ), for any Z ∈ L_{(m+1)/(m−1)} (Ω), using the weak convergence of ν_k′ , we

have E [Z ∫ Q_T νk^′ ϕdxdt] k^′→∞ −−−−→ E [Z ∫ Q_T νkϕdxdt], which means ∫ Q_T νk^′ ϕdxdt weakly converges to ∫ Q_T νϕdxdt in L(m+1)/2(Ω). Using the Banach-Saks Theorem, by taking subsequence, we can assume

that this is a strong convergence in L_{(m+1)/2}(Ω). On the other hand, since it is almost sure convergence in ω ∈ Ω, the limits must be the weak convergence limit ∫ Q_T νϕdxdt. Fix a function ϕ ∈ C(Q̄_T ) satisfying ϕ(T, ·) ≡ 0. For any ε̄ > 0, these exist L ∈ N, series {z_l}^L_{l=1}, and smooth functions {ϕ_l}^L_{l=1} satisfying ϕ_l = φ_lρ_l ≥ 0 where φ_l ∈ C^∞_c ([0, T )) and ρ_l ∈ C^∞(T^d), such that ‖ ‖ϕ − L∑ l=1 z_lϕ_l ‖ ‖_{C(Q̄T )} ≤ ε̄. Since

sup_{k′} E | | ∫ Q_T ν_k′ ϕdxdt | |^{m+1}2 ≤ sup k^′ E ‖ν_k′ ‖^{m+12}_{L1(QT )}‖ϕ‖_{C(}¯_{QT )} ≤ C‖ϕ‖_{C(}¯_{QT )}, we have the uniformly integrable of | ∫ Q_T νk^′ ϕdxdt| in ω ∈ Ω, which means lim k^′→∞ E | | ∫ Q_T ν_k′ ϕ_ldxdt − ∫ Q_T νϕ_ldxdt | | = 0,

and there exists K̄ > 0 such that for all k^′ > K̄, E | | ∫ Q_T ν_k′ ϕ_ldxdt − ∫ Q_T νϕ_ldxdt | | ≤ (^L∑ l=1 z_l )_{−1} ε̄. Then, we have E | ∫ Q_T ν_k′ ϕdxdt − ∫ Q_T νϕdxdt|

≤ E | | ∫ Q_T ν_k′ ϕdxdt − ∫ Q_T ν L∑ l=1 z_lϕ_ldxdt | |

+ L∑ l=1 z_lE ∫ Q_T ν_k′ ϕ_ldxdt − ∫ Q_T νϕ_ldxdt|

+ E | | ∫ Q_T ν_k′ ϕdxdt − ∫ Q_T ν L∑ l=1 z_lϕ_ldxdt | |

≤ E‖ν_k′ ‖_{L1(QT )} · ‖ ‖ϕ − L∑ l=1 z_lϕ_l ‖ ‖_{C(Q̄T )}

+ E ν(Q_T ) · ‖ ‖ϕ −^L∑ l=1 z_lϕ_l ‖ ‖ C(Q̄_T ) + ε̄ ≤ Cε̄.

This gives the L_1-convergence of ∫ Q_T νk^′ ϕdxdt. By taking subsequence and also denote as νk^′ , we have ∫ Q_T νk^′ ϕdxdt almost surely converges to ∫ Q_T νϕdxdt. Since the space C(

Q̄_T ) is separable, this is almost sure convergence for all ϕ ∈ C(Q̄_T ) satisfying ϕ(T, ·) ≡ 0. Therefore, ν is almost surely a finite Radon measure on Q_T .

Finally, we prove that (u, ν) is an entropy solution to the obstacle problem Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ). Actually, it remains to verify the condition (iii) in Definition 2.1. Recall the test functions η and ϕ in Definition 2.1. From the definition of the entropy solution u_ϵ, for all B ∈ F, we have − E [ 1_B ( ∫ Q_T η(u_ϵ)∂_tϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T η^′(ψ)ν_ϵϕdxdt )]

≤ E [ 1_B [ ∫ T^d η(ξ)ϕ(0)dx + ∫ Q_T �Φ^′η^′�(u_ϵ)Δϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T �a^{ij}η^′�(u_ϵ)∂_{xixj} ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T ( �a^{ij}_{xj} η^′ + b^i_rη^′�(x, u_ϵ) − 2η^′(u_ϵ)b^i(x, u_ϵ) ) ∂_{xi} ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T ( − η^′(u)b^i_{xi} (x, u_ϵ) + �b^i_{rxi} η^′�(x, u_ϵ) + η^′(u_ϵ)f(t, x, u_ϵ) ) ϕdxdt + ∫ Q_T (1 2 η^{′′}(u_ϵ) ∞∑ k=1 |σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u_ϵ)|^2 − η^{′′}(u_ϵ)|∇� √ Φ^′�(u_ϵ)|^2 ) ϕdxdt

+ ∫ Q_T ( η^′(u_ϵ)ϕσ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u_ϵ) − �σ^{ik}_{rxi} η^′�(x, u_ϵ)ϕ − �σ^{ik}_r η^′�(x, u_ϵ)∂_{xi} ϕ ) dxdW^k_t ]] .

(6.4)

For any η^{′′} ∈ C(R), using |� √ Φ^′η^{′′}�(r)| ≤ C‖η^{′′}‖_{L∞} |r|^{(m+1)/2}, ∀r ∈ R, Proposition 4.2, and ∂_{xi} � √ Φ^′η^{′′}�(u_ϵ) = η^{′′}(u_ϵ)∂_{xi} � √ Φ^′�(u_ϵ), we have

sup_ϵ E ∫ t ‖� √ Φ^′η^{′′}�(u_ϵ)‖^2_{H1(Td)} < ∞.

By taking a subsequence, we have that � √ Φ^′η^{′′}�(u_ϵ) converges weakly to some v in L_2(Ω_T ; H^1(T^d)).

Then, with the pointwise convergence and uniform integrability of u_ϵ, we have v = � √ Φ^′η^{′′}�(u), which implies E [ 1_B ∫ Q_T η^{′′}(u)|∇� √ Φ^′�(u)|^2ϕdxdt ]

≤ lim inf n→∞ E [ 1_B ∫ Q_T η^{′′}(u_ϵ)|∇� √ Φ^′�(u_ϵ)|^2ϕdxdt ] . Therefore, taking inferior limit on (6.4) and using Assumptions 2.2-2.3 and the convergence of u_ϵ, we acquire the condition (iii) in Definition 2.1.

For general ξ ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω×T^d), we define ξ_n := (−n)∨(ξ ∧n). From above, the problem Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ_n) has an entropy solution (u_n, ν_n), and u_n has the (⋆)-property. Using Proposition 3.2, we have

ess sup t∈[0,T ] ‖u_n(t, ·) − u_ñ(t, ·)‖_{L1 (Ω×T}d_) ≤ C‖ξ_n − ξ_ñ‖_{L1(Ω×T}d_). As the above proof, when n, ñ → ∞, by taking subsequence, the solution (u_n, ν_n) has an limit (u, ν), which is an entropy solution to Π_ψ(Φ, f, ξ). This complete the proof.

7 The porous medium equation

As an application, our result can apply to the obstacle problem of deterministic porous medium equations. Let us consider ∂_tu = Δ(|u|^{m−1}u) + f(t, x, u) + ν, u ≥ ψ, u(0, ·) = ξ, (7.1)

where m > 1. This obstacle problem without the reaction term f has been studied in the framework of variational inequality by many works such as [1, 27, 8], which mainly focus on lower obstacles and non-negative solutions. The uniqueness of solutions are usually absent in those works.

The entropy formulation of the problem (7.1) is the following.

Definition 7.1. An entropy solution to (7.1) is a pair (u, ν) such that

(i) u ≥ ψ for almost all (t, x) ∈ Q_T and

u ∈ L_{m+1}(Q_T ), |u|^{m−12} u ∈ L_2(0, T ; H^1(T^d));

(ii) ν is a finite Radon measure on Q_T ;

(iii) for all (η, φ, ϱ) ∈ E × C^∞_c [0, T ) × C^∞(T^d) and ϕ := φϱ ≥ 0, it holds almost surely that − ∫ Q_T η(u)∂_tϕ dxdt − ∫ Q_T η^′(ψ)ϕν(dxdt) ≤ ∫ T^d η(ξ)ϕ(0)dx + m ∫ Q_T ( ∫_{u(t,x)} 0 |r|^{m−1}η^′(r)dr ) Δϕ dxdt − 4m (m + 1)^2 ∫ Q_T η^{′′}(u) | |∇(|u|^{m−1}_2 u) | |^2ϕ dxdt + ∫ Q_T η^′(u)f(t, x, u)ϕ dxdt. (7.2)

In view of Theorems 2.4 and 2.5, we have the following well-posedness result.

Theorem 7.2. Given ψ ∈ C^κ_x (Q̄_T ) and f ∈ C(Q̄_T × R) satisfying (2.3), there exists an entropy solution (u, ν) to (7.1) for any initial data ξ ∈ L_{m+1}(T^d) with ξ ≥ ψ(0, ·). If ψ ∈ C^2_x(Q̄_T ) in addition, and (ũ, ν̃) is the entropy solution to (7.1) with the initial data ξ̃ ∈ L_{m+1}(T^d), then

ess sup t∈[0,T ] ‖u(t) − ũ(t)‖_{L1 (T}d_) ≤ C‖ξ − ξ̃‖_{L1(T}d_), where the constant C depends only on K, d, and T .

Next, we demonstrate the relation between our entropy solution and the variational solution. For clarity, we focus on the case f = 0, and the following argument still works for non-zero f. Define

K^′_ψ := { v ∈ C([0, T ]; L_{m+1}(T^d)); |v|^{m−1}v ∈ L_2(0, T ; H^1(T^d)), ∂_t(|v|^{m−1}v) ∈ L^{m+1m} (Q_T ), and v ≥ ψ a.e. on Q_T } .

Proposition 7.3. Let ψ ∈ C^2_x(Q̄_T ) and ξ ∈ L_{m+1}(T^d) satisfying (2.4). The entropy solution to (7.1) satisfies the variational inequality ⟨⟨∂_tu, (|v|^{m−1}v − |u|^{m−1}u)ϕ̃⟩⟩ + ∫ Q_T ∇ ( |u|^{m−1}u ) · ∇[(|v|^{m−1}v − |u|^{m−1}u)ϕ̃] dxdt ≥ 0, (7.3) for all v ∈ K^′_ψ and ϕ̃ ∈ H^1_∞([0, T ]; R_+ ) with ϕ̃(T ) = 0, where ⟨⟨∂_tu_ϵ, (|v|^{m−1}v − |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ)ϕ̃⟩⟩ := ∫ Q_T ∂_tϕ̃ [ 1 m + 1 |u_ϵ|^{m+1} − u_ϵ|v|^{m−1}v ] − ϕ̃u_ϵ∂_t(|v|^{m−1}v)dxdt + ∫ Q_T ϕ̃(0) [ 1 m + 1 |ξ|^{m+1} − ξ|v(0)|^{m−1}v(0) ] dx. The solution characterized by the variational inequality (7.3) is called a weak solution to the obstacle problem (7.1) (cf. [8]). The proof of Proposition 7.3 is based on the following lemma that reveals more regularity of the entropy solution u. For simplicity, we consider Φ(r) := |r|^{m−1}r. Lemma 7.4. Under the assumption of Proposition 7.3, for each ϵ > 0, the entropy solution u_ϵ of penalized equation Π(Φ, P_ϵ(·, ψ), ξ) satisfies

‖Φ(u_ϵ)‖_{L2(0,T ;H}1_{(T}d_{))} ≤ C(1 + ‖ξ‖_{Lm+1 (T}d_)),

where the constant C is independent with ϵ. Consequently, for the entropy solution u to the obstacle problem Π_ψ(Φ, 0, ξ), we have Φ(u) ∈ L_2(0, T ; H^1(T^d)).

Proof. Since the entropy solution u_ϵ is approximated by the solution u_{n,ϵ}, we first consider the approximating penalized equation Π(Φ_n, P_ϵ(·, ψ), ξ_n), where Φ_n is the approximation of Φ defined in Lemma 4.1. From a priori estimate (4.2) and Poincaré inequality, we have ‖Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ})‖_{L2(QT )} ≤ ‖∇Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ})‖_{L2(QT )} + C‖Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ})‖_{L1(QT )} ≤ C + ‖∇Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ})‖_{L2(QT )} + C‖u_{n,ϵ}‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1 (QT )} ≤ C + C‖ξ‖^{m+1}_{Lm+1(Td)}, which means {Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ})}_{n∈N,ϵ>0} is uniformly bounded in L_2(0, T ; H^1(T^d)). For fixed ϵ and a subsequence, we have Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ}) weakly converges to some w_ϵ ∈ L_2(0, T ; H^1(T^d)) when n → ∞. Since it is also a weak convergence in L_{(m+2)/(m+1)}(Q_T ), in order to verify that w_ϵ = Φ(u_ϵ), we only need to prove that Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ}) weakly converges to Φ(u_ϵ) in L_{(m+2)/(m+1)}(Q_T ).

Note that by taking subsequence, u_{n,ϵ} almost surely converges u_ϵ. Using the fact that {|u_{n,ϵ}|^q}_{n∈N} is uniformly integrable on Ω_T × T^d for all 0 ≤ q < m + 1, we have lim_{n→∞} ‖ Φ(u_{n,ϵ}) − Φ(u_ϵ) ‖ L_{(m+2)/(m+1)}(Q_T ) = 0. (7.4)

Moreover, since |Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ}) − Φ(u_{n,ϵ})| ≤ | | ∫_{un,ϵ} 0 (√ Φ^′_n(r) − √ Φ^′(r) )(√ Φ^′_n(r) + √ Φ^′(r) ) dr | |

≤ C | | ∫_{|un,ϵ|} 0 |√ Φ^′_n(r) − √ Φ^′(r) |( 1 + |r|^{m−12} ) dr | |

≤ C | | ∫_{n∧|un,ϵ|} 0 n^{−2} ( 1 + |r|^{m−1} ) dr | |^12 · | | ∫_{|un,ϵ|} 0 (1 + |r|^{m−1})dr | |^12 + C1_{|un,ϵ|>n}(1 + |u_{n,ϵ}|_m) ≤ C(n^{−1} + 1_{|un,ϵ|>n})(1 + |u_{n,ϵ}|^m), we have

‖Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ}) − Φ(u_{n,ϵ})‖_{L(m+2)/(m+1) (QT )} (7.5) ≤ C‖(n^{−1} + 1_{|un,ϵ|>n})(1 + |u_{n,ϵ}|^m)‖_{L(m+2)/(m+1)(QT )}^{n→∞}−→ 0. Combining (7.4) and (7.5), we have Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ}) strongly converges to Φ(u_ϵ) in L_{(m+2)/(m+1)}(Q_T ), which indicates w_ϵ = Φ(u_ϵ). Then, by taking subsequence, Φ_n(u_{n,ϵ}) weakly converges to u_ϵ in L_2(0, T ; H^1(T^d)). With a priori estimate (4.2), the sequence {u_ϵ}_{ϵ>0} is uniformly bounded in L_2(0, T ; H^1(T^d)). When taking ϵ ↓ 0, with the above procedure, we also have Φ(u) ∈ L_2(0, T ; H^1(T^d)).

Proof of Proposition 7.3. We first verify that u_ϵ of the penalized equation satisfies the variational inequality [8, (2.7)]. Taking η(u_ϵ) = u_ϵ and η(u_ϵ) = −u_ϵ in the entropy inequality of u_ϵ to obtain that − ∫ Q_T u_ϵ∂_tϕ dxdt − ∫ Q_T ϕϵ^{−1}(u_ϵ − ψ)^−dxdt = ∫ T^d ξϕ(0)dx − ∫ Q_T ∇ ( |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ ) · ∇ϕ dxdt. Since |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ ∈ L_2(0, T ; H^1(T^d)), we can extend the test function ϕ to the ones in L^2(0, T ; H^1(T^d)) satisfying ∂_t(ϕ^m) ∈ L^{m+1}m (Q_T ) and ϕ(T, ·) ≡ 0. Using time mollifications of |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ to taking the test function ϕ = (|v|^{m−1}v − |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ)ϕ̃, we have ∫ Q_T ∂_tϕ̃ [ 1 m + 1 |u_ϵ|^{m+1} − u_ϵ|v|^{m−1}v ] − ϕ̃u_ϵ∂_t(|v|^{m−1}v)dxdt + ∫ Q_T ϕ̃(0) [ 1 m + 1 |ξ|^{m+1} − ξ|v(0)|^{m−1}v(0) ] dx = ⟨∂_tu_ϵ, (|v|^{m−1}v − |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ)ϕ̃⟩_ξ = ∫ Q_T (|v|^{m−1}v − |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ)ϕ̃ϵ^{−1}(u_ϵ − ψ)^−dxdt − ∫ Q_T ∇ ( |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ ) · ∇[(|v|^{m−1}v − |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ)ϕ̃] dxdt. holds for all v ∈ K^′_ψ and ϕ̃ ∈ W^{1,∞}([0, T ]; R_+ ) with ϕ̃(T ) = 0. Due to v ∈ K_ψ, we have v ≥ ψ, which indicates ⟨⟨∂_tu_ϵ, (|v|^{m−1}v − |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ)ϕ̃⟩⟩ + ∫ Q_T ∇ ( |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ ) · ∇[(|v|^{m−1}v − |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ)ϕ̃] dxdt ≥ 0. (7.6) Since |u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ ∈ L_2(0, T ; H^1(T^d)), using a priori estimate (4.2) and noting that u_{n,ϵ} almost surely converges to u_ϵ in Lemma 6.1, we have ∇(|u_ϵ|^{m−1}u_ϵ) is uniformly bounded in L_2(Q_T ). Similarly, using the fact |u|^{m−1}u ∈ L_2(0, T ; H^1(T^d)), with the almost surely convergence of u_ϵ in the proof of Theorem 2.4, there exists a subsequence u_{ϵ̃} such that ∇(|u_{ϵ̃}|^{m−1}u_{ϵ̃}) weakly converges to ∇(|u|^{m−1}u) in L_2(Q_T ). Then, we have lim_{ϵ̃↓0} ∫ Q_T |∇(|u_{ϵ̃}|^{m−1}u_{ϵ̃})|^2dxdt ≥ ∫ Q_T |∇(|u|^{m−1}u)|^2dxdt. In (7.6), we take the limit ϵ̃ ↓ 0. Based on the monotone convergence of u_{ϵ̃} and u ∈ L_{m+1}(Q_T ), we have (7.3) holds for all v ∈ K^′_ψ and ϕ̃ ∈ H^1_∞([0, T ]; R_+ ) with ϕ̃(T ) = 0, which completes the proof.

On the other hand, it seems difficult to prove that the variational solution is an entropy solution in general. Nevertheless, when the obstacle function is strictly positive, one may show that the the strong variational solution defined in [8, Definition 2.2] is also an entropy solution. Let us give a brief discussion as follows.

First of all, we recall the definition of the strong solution (cf. [8]): letting

K_ψ := {u ∈ C(0, T ; L_{m+1}(T^d)) : u^m ∈ L_2(0, T ; H^1(T^d)), u ≥ ψ a.e. on Q_T }. A functions u ∈ K_ψ is a strong variational solution to (7.1) (with f ≡ 0) if ∂_tu ∈ L_2(0, T ; H^{−1}(T^d)) and ∫ t,x ∂_tu · (v^m − u^m)ϕ + ∫ t,x ∇u^m · ∇[(v^m − u^m)ϕ] ≥ 0, (7.7)

holds for all v ∈ K_ψ and every cut-off function ϕ ∈ H^1_∞([0, T ], R_{≥0} ) with ϕ̃(T ) = 0.

Assume that the obstacle ψ(t, x) ≥ λ > 0 for all (t, x) ∈ Q_T . Firstly, we show that a strong variational solution u to (7.1) satisfies the following inequality ∫ t,x ∂_tu · (η^′(ψ) − η^′(u))ϕ + ∫ t,x ∇u^m · ∇[(η^′(ψ) − η^′(u))ϕ] ≥ 0, (7.8)

for any ϕ ∈ H^1_∞([0, T ], R_{≥0} ) with ϕ(T ) = 0. Indeed, to verify this from (7.7), one can take v^m := u^m + ρ^{−1}[η^′(ψ) − η^′(u)], and carefully select the constant ρ such that v ∈ K_ψ. With ρ̃ := λ^{−1}m^{− mm−1} , one has v^m ≥ (u^m − ψ^m) + (ρρ̃)^{−1}|η^{′′}|_{L∞} ( [(ρ̃ψ)^m)]^{1m} − [(ρ̃u)^m]^{1m} ) + ψ^m ≥ (u^m − ψ^m) + ρ^{−1}ρ̃^{m−1}‖η^{′′}‖_{L∞} (ψ^m − u^m) + ψ^m = ( 1 − ρ^{−1}ρ̃^{m−1}‖η^{′′}‖_{L∞} ) (u^m − ψ^m) + ψ^m ≥ ψ^m, as long as ρ ≥ ρ̃^{m−1}|η^{′′}|_{L∞} = m^{−m}λ^{−(m−1)}|η^{′′}|_{L∞} . Next, letting ν := ∂_tu − Δu^m, one has − ∫ t,x ∂_tuϕ + ∫ t,x ϕν(dxdt) − ∫ t,x ∇u^m∇ϕ = 0. Replacing the test ϕ by η^′(ψ)ϕ, and combining this with (7.8), one has that − ∫ t,x η^′(u)∂_tuϕ + ∫ t,x η^′(ψ)ϕν(dxdt) − ∫ t,x ∇u^m∇[η^′(u)ϕ] ≥ 0, which implies the entropy inequality (7.2).

8 Auxiliary lemmas

In this section, we introduce two key lemmas. They are a version of Proposition 3.5 and Lemma 3.2 from [17], but extended to the Radon measure case.

Lemma 8.1. Let u ∈ L_1(Ω × Q_T ), g ∈ C^∞_c (((0, T ) × T^d )^2), and ν be a Radon measure on Q̄_T for almost all ω ∈ Ω satisfying E ν(Q̄_T ) < ∞. Let h : Ω × Q_T × R → R be a function bounded by C, such that |h(t, x, a) − h(t, x, b)| ≤ C|a − b|, for some constant C. Then E ∫ s,y ∫ Q_T h(t, x, u(s, y))g(t, x, s, y)ρ_θ (t − s)ν(dxdt) θ→0−−−→ E ∫ y ∫ Q_T h(t, x, u(t, y))g(t, x, t, y)ν(dxdt).

Proof. Notice that g is supported compactly in (0, T )^2, the integration over [0, T ]^2 can be replaced by integration over R^2 , and g can be set to zero on the complement of [0, T ]. We also extend the Radon measure ν to Ω × R × T^d, the support of which is also a subset of Ω × Q_T . Then, we have | |E ∫ R ∫ y ∫ R ∫ T^d h(t, x, u(s, y)) · ( g(t, x, s, y) − g(t, x, t, y) ) ρ_θ(t − s)ν(dxdt)ds | | ≤ Cθ. We also have | |E ∫ R ∫ y ∫ R ∫ T^d ( h(t, x, u(s, y)) − h(t, x, u(t, y)) ) g(t, x, t, y)ρ_θ (t − s)ν(dxdt)ds | |

≤ CE ∫ R ∫ y ∫ R ∫ T^d ( |u(s, y) − u(t, y)| ∧ 1 ) ρ_θ(t − s)ν(dxdt)ds ≤ CE ∫ R e_θ(t)F (dt), where e_θ(t) = ∫ R ∫ y ( |u(s, y) − u(t, y)| ∧ 1 ) ρ_θ(t − s)ds, F (dt) := ∫ x ν(dxdt). Then, with the continuity of translations in L_1, we have e_θ → 0 as θ → 0 in L_1(Ω × R). Since e_θ is uniformly bounded by 1 and F ∈ L_1(Ω × T^d), the right-hand side tends to zero as θ → 0, which proves this lemma.

Lemma 8.2. Let Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3 hold. Suppose ξ ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω, F_0; L_{m+1}(T^d)) and ψ ∈ C^(Q̄_T ) satisfying (2.4). Let ν be a Radon measure on Q̄_T for almost all ω ∈ Ω satisfying E ν(Q̄_T ) < ∞. If u ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω × Q_T ) and ν satisfy the entropy inequality (2.2), we have

lim_{τ ↓0} 1 τ E ∫_τ 0 ∫ T^d |u(t, x) − ξ(x)|^2dxdt = 0. Proof. For ς > 0 and ϱ_ς := ρ^{⊗d}_ς , we have 1 h E ∫_h 0 ∫ T^d |u(t, x) − ξ(x)|^2dxdt ≤ 2E ∫ T^d |ξ(y) − ξ(x)|^2ϱ_ς (x − y)dx + 2 h E ∫_h 0 ∫ T^d |u(t, x) − ξ(y)|^2ϱ_ς (x − y)dxdt. We first estimate the second term on the right-hand side for h ∈ [0, T ]. Take a decreasing non-negative function γ ∈ C^∞([0, T ]), such that

γ(0) = 2, γ ≤ 21_{[0,2h]}, ∂_tγ ≤ − 1 h 1_{[0,h]}.

For each δ > 0, take η_δ ∈ C^2(R) by

η_δ(0) = η^′_δ(0) = 0, η^{′′}_δ (r) := 21_{[0,δ}−1_)(|r|) + (−|r| + δ^{−1} + 2)1_{[δ}−1_{,δ}−1_{+2]}(|r|).

Notice that η_δ(r) → r^2 as δ ↓ 0. Fix (y, z) ∈ T^d × R. Using the entropy inequality (2.2) with ϕ(t, x) = γ(t)ϱ_ς (x − y) and η(r) = η_δ(r − z), we obtain − ∫ Q_T η_δ(u − z)∂_tγ(t)ϱ_ς (x − y)dxdt ≤ 2 ∫ T^d η_δ(ξ − z)ϱ_ς (x − y)dx + C ∫ Q_T (1 + |u|^{m+1} + |z|^{m+1}) ( |∂_{xixj} ϱ_ς (x − y)| + |∂_{xi} ϱ_ς (x − y)| + ϱ_ς (x − y) ) γ(t)dxdt + ∫ Q_T η^′_δ(ψ − z)ϱ_ς (x − y)γ(t)ν(dxdt) + ∫ Q_T ( η^′_δ(u − z)ϱ_ς (x − y)σ^{ik}_{xi} (x, u) − �σ^{ik}_{rxi} η^′_δ(· − z)�(x, u)ϱ_ς (x − y) − �σ^{ik}_r η^′_δ(· − z)�(x, u)∂_{xi} ϱ_ς (x − y) ) γ(t)dxdW^k_t . Note that all the terms are continuous in z ∈ R. By substituting z = ξ(y), integrating over y ∈ T^d, and taking expectations, with the bounds on γ, we have 1 h E ∫_h 0 ∫ T^d ∫ T^d η_δ(u − ξ(y))ϱ_ς (x − y)dydxdt ≤ 2E ∫ T^d ∫ T^d η_δ(ξ(x) − ξ(y))ϱ_ς (x − y)dydx + C ς^2 E ∫_{2h} 0 ∫ T^d (1 + |u(t, x)|^{m+1} + |ξ(x)|^{m+1})dxdt + E ∫ T^d ∫ Q_T η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ξ(y))ϱ_ς (x − y)γ(t)ν(dxdt)dy. With the monotonicity of η^′_δ, (2.4), and ψ ∈ C(Q̄_T ), we have E ∫ T^d ∫ Q_T η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ξ(y))ϱ_ς (x − y)γ(t)ν(dxdt)dy ≤ E ∫ T^d ∫ Q_T η^′_δ(ψ(t, x) − ψ(0, y))ϱ_ς (x − y)γ(t)ν(dxdt)dy ≤ E ∫ T^d ∫ Q_T η^′_δ(ϖ(h) + ϖ(ς))ϱ_ς (x − y)γ(t)ν(dxdt)dy ≤ C(ϖ(h) + ϖ(ς))E ∫ T^d ∫ Q_T ϱ_ς (x − y)γ(t)ν(dxdt)dy ≤ C(ϖ(h) + ϖ(ς))E ∫ T^d ∫ Q_T ϱ_ς (x − y)ν(dxdt)dy = C(ϖ(h) + ϖ(ς))E ν(Q_T ), where ϖ is the modulus of continuity of ψ. Then, taking δ ↓ 0 and then h ↓ 0, we have lim sup h↓0 1 h E ∫_h 0 ∫ T^d ∫ T^d |u − ξ(y)|^2ϱ_ς (x − y)dydxdt ≤ 2E ∫ T^d ∫ T^d |ξ(x) − ξ(y)|^2ϱ_ς (x − y)dydx + Cϖ(ς)E ν(Q_T ). Then, we have lim_{h↓0} 1 h E ∫_h 0 ∫ T^d |u(t, x) − ξ(x)|^2dxdt ≤ 4E ∫ T^d |ξ(y) − ξ(x)|^2ϱ_ς (x − y)dx + Cϖ(ς)E ν(Q_T ).

With the continuity of translations in L_2(T^d), the right-hand side goes to 0 as ς ↓ 0.

When ν ≡ 0, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 8.3. Let Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3 hold. If ξ ∈ L_{m+1}(Ω, F_0; L_{m+1}(T^d)), and u is an entropy solution of Π(Φ, f, ξ), we have

lim_{τ ↓0} 1 τ E ∫_τ 0 ∫ T^d |u(t, x) − ξ(x)|^2dxdt = 0. References

[1] Hans Wilhelm Alt and Stephan Luckhaus. Quasilinear elliptic-parabolic differential equations. Mathematische Zeitschrift, 183(3):311–341, 1983.

[2] Paulo Amorim, Wladimir Neves, and José Francisco Rodrigues. The obstacle-mass constraint problem for hyperbolic conservation laws. Solvability. Ann. Inst. H. Poincaré C Anal. Non Linéaire, 34(1):221–248, 2017.

[3] Ioannis Athanasopoulos, Luis A Caffarelli, and Emmanouil Milakis. Parabolic obstacle problems.

Quasi-convexity and regularity. Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa. Classe di scienze, 19(2):781–825, 2019.

[4] Benny Avelin and Teemu Lukkari. A comparison principle for the porous medium equation and its consequences. Revista Matemática Iberoamericana, 33(2):573–594, 2017.

[5] Alain Bensoussan and Jacques Louis Lions. Applications of variational inequalities in stochastic control. North-Holland Publishing Company, 1982.

[6] Verena Bögelein, Frank Duzaar, Paolo Marcellini, and Christoph Scheven. Doubly nonlinear equations of porous medium type. Archive for Rational Mechanics and Analysis, 229:503–545, 2018.

[7] Verena Bögelein, Frank Duzaar, and Giuseppe Mingione. Degenerate problems with irregular obstacles. Journal für die Reine und Angewandte Mathematik, 2011(650), 2011.

[8] Verena Bögelein, Teemu Lukkari, and Christoph Scheven. The obstacle problem for the porous medium equation. Mathematische Annalen, 363(1):455–499, 2015.

[9] Haïm Brézis. Problèmes unilatéraux. J. Math. Pures et Appl., 51:1–168, 1972.

[10] Zdzisł aw Brzeźniak and Tusheng Zhang. Reflection of stochastic evolution equations in infinite dimensional domains. Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré Probab. Stat., 59(3):1549–1571, 2023.

[11] Luis Caffarelli, Xavier Ros-Oton, and Joaquim Serra. Obstacle problems for integro-differential operators: regularity of solutions and free boundaries. Inventiones Mathematicae, 208:1155–1211, 2017.

[12] Luis A Caffarelli. The obstacle problem revisited. Journal of Fourier Analysis and Applications, 4(4):383–402, 1998.

[13] Gui-Qiang Chen and Kenneth H. Karlsen. Quasilinear anisotropic degenerate parabolic equations with time-space dependent diffusion coefficients. Commun. Pure Appl. Anal., 4(2):241–266, 2005.

[14] Gui-Qiang Chen and Benoît Perthame. Well-posedness for non-isotropic degenerate parabolichyperbolic equations. Annales de l’Institut Henri Poincaré. Analyse Non Linéaire, 20(4):645–668, 2003.

[15] Robert C Dalang, Carl Mueller, and Lorenzo Zambotti. Hitting properties of parabolic spde’s with reflection. The Annals of Probability, pages 1423–1450, 2006.

[16] Konstantinos Dareiotis and Máté Gerencsér. On the boundedness of solutions of SPDEs. Stochastic Partial Differential Equations: Analysis and Computations, 3(1):84–102, 2015.

[17] Konstantinos Dareiotis, Maté Gerencsér, and Benjamin Gess. Entropy solutions for stochastic porous media equations. Journal of Differential Equations, 266(6):3732–3763, 2019.

[18] Konstantinos Dareiotis and Benjamin Gess. Nonlinear diffusion equations with nonlinear gradient noise. Electronic Journal of Probability, 25, 2020.

[19] Konstantinos Dareiotis, Benjamin Gess, and Pavlos Tsatsoulis. Ergodicity for stochastic porous media equations with multiplicative noise. SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis, 52(5):4524–4564, 2020.

[20] Laurent Denis, Anis Matoussi, and Jing Zhang. The obstacle problem for quasilinear stochastic PDEs:

Analytical approach. The Annals of Probability, 42(3):865–905, 2014.

[21] Catherine Donati-Martin and Etienne Pardoux. White noise driven SPDEs with reflection. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 95(1):1–24, 1993.

[22] Kai Du, Ruoyang Liu, and Yuxing Wang. Entropy solutions to the Dirichlet problem for nonlinear diffusion equations with conservative noise. SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis, 56(1):637–675, 2024.

[23] Lawrence C Evans. Partial Differential Equations, volume 19. Rhode Island, USA, 1998.

[24] Jin Feng and David Nualart. Stochastic scalar conservation laws. Journal of Functional Analysis, 255(2):313–373, 2008.

[25] Gérard Gagneux and Monique Madaune-Tort. Analyse mathématique de modèles non linéaires de l’ingénierie pétrolière, volume 22. Springer Science & Business Media, 1995.

[26] UG Haussmann and E Pardoux. Stochastic variational inequalities of parabolic type. Applied Mathematics and Optimization, 20(1):163–192, 1989.

[27] Juha Kinnunen and Peter Lindqvist. Definition and properties of supersolutions to the porous medium equation. J. Reine Angew. Math., 618:135–168, 2008.

[28] Nikolai Vladimirovich Krylov. A relatively short proof of Itô’s formula for SPDEs and its applications.

Stochastic Partial Differential Equations: Analysis and Computations, 1(1):152–174, 2013.

[29] Laurent Lévi. The singular limit of a bilateral obstacle problem for a class of degenerate parabolic– hyperbolic operators. Advances in Applied Mathematics, 35(1):34–57, 2005.

[30] Laurent Lévi. Obstacle problems for a coupling of quasilinear hyperbolic-parabolic equations. Interfaces and Free Boundaries, 9(3):331–354, 2007.

[31] Laurent Lévi and Guy Vallet. Mathematical analysis of a bilateral obstacle problem for a class of second-order operators. Trends in Evolution Equation Research, page 21, 2008.

[32] Jacques-Louis Lions and Guido Stampacchia. Variational inequalities. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 20(3):493–519, 1967.

[33] Pierre-Louis Lions and Alain-Sol Sznitman. Stochastic differential equations with reflecting boundary conditions. Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, 37(4):511–537, 1984.

[34] Ruoyang Liu and Shanjian Tang. The obstacle problem for stochastic porous media equations.

Stochastic Processes and their Applications, 167:104238, 2024.

[35] Anis Matoussi, Wissal Sabbagh, and Tusheng Zhang. Large deviation principles of obstacle problems for quasilinear stochastic PDEs. Applied Mathematics & Optimization, 83:849–879, 2021.

[36] David Nualart and Étienne Pardoux. White noise driven quasilinear SPDEs with reflection. Probability Theory and Related Fields, 93(1):77–89, 1992.

[37] Michael Röckner, Feng-Yu Wang, and Tusheng Zhang. Stochastic generalized porous media equations with reflection. Stochastic Processes and their Applications, 123(11):3943–3962, 2013.

[38] Christoph Scheven. Existence of localizable solutions to nonlinear parabolic problems with irregular obstacles. Manuscripta Mathematica, 146:7–63, 2015.

[39] Anatoliy V Skorokhod. Stochastic equations for diffusion processes in a bounded region. Theory of Probability & Its Applications, 6(3):264–274, 1961.

[40] Hiroshi Tanaka. Stochastic differential equations with reflecting. Stochastic Processes: Selected Papers of Hiroshi Tanaka, 9:157, 1979.

[41] Tiange Xu and Tusheng Zhang. White noise driven SPDEs with reflection: existence, uniqueness and large deviation principles. Stochastic Processes and their Applications, 119(10):3453–3470, 2009.

[42] Xue Yang and Jing Zhang. The obstacle problem for quasilinear stochastic PDEs with degenerate operator. Stochastic Processes and their Applications, 129(9):3055–3079, 2019.

[43] Lorenzo Zambotti. Random Obstacle Problems, volume 2181 of Lecture Notes in Mathematics.

Springer, 2017.