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A GENERAL AND SHARP REGULARITY CONDITION FOR INTEGRO-DIFFERENTIAL

EQUATIONS WITH NON-DOMINATED MEASURES

ALEXANDROS SAPLAOURAS

ABSTRACT. The aim of this work is to present the regularity condition (also known in the literature as structure
condition) an integro-differential operator may satisfy in order for the domination principle to hold for (sub-, super-)
solutions of polynomial growth. More precisely, the framework presented in Hollender [13], in which power func-
tions are used in order to determine the integrability conditions, is weakened by substituting the power functions
with Young functions. The use of Young functions allows for sharp integrability conditions, which are crucial when
one deals with limit theorems. As an immediate application, it is considered the case of parabolic Hamilton–Jacobi–
Bellman (HJB) operators, for which the regularity condition is satisfied and, consequently, the comparison principle
as well. The parabolic HJB operator presented in this work can be associated to second-order (decoupled) forward-
backward stochastic differential equations with jumps.

1. INTRODUCTION

The notion of viscosity solutions seems to be the suitable generalization of the classical one when one
seeks the establishment of a connection between stochastic differential equations and integro-differential equa-
tions. Indeed, it has long been understood that the solution of a forward-backward stochastic differential equa-
tion provides a viscosity solution of an integro-differential equation; e.g., the celebrated Feynman–Kac for-
mula, or more generally see among others Barles, Buckdahn, and Pardoux [3], El Karoui, Peng, and Quenez
[10], Pardoux [26], Pardoux, Pradeilles, and Rao [28] for semilinear (integro-)differential equations, Pardoux
and Peng [27], Peng [29], Sow and Pardoux [37] for quasilinear parabolic PDEs, Pham [31] for Hamilton–
Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) integro-differential equations associated to optimal stopping of controlled jump-diffusion
processes, Neufeld and Nutz [23] for the connection between (non-)linear stochastic processes and the associated
(non-)linear generators of integro-differential equations and Kazi-Tani, Possamaï, and Zhou [17], Soner, Touzi,
and Zhang [36] for parabolic second order fully nonlinear (integro-)differential equations.

The probabilistic representation of solutions of integro-differential equations especially allows for an alter-
native approach of their numerical approximations. To this direction there are numerous works; indicatively
Bouchard, Elie, and Touzi [5], Bouchard, Tan, Warin, and Zou [6], Cheridito, Soner, Touzi, and Victoir [7],
Fahim, Touzi, and Warin [11], Possamaï and Tan [32], Tan [38] for (fully nonlinear) local cases and Bouchard
and Élie [4] for semilinear nonlocal cases. In such approximating problems the integro-differential equation un-
der interest has to be well defined, in the sense that it admits a unique solution. However, to the best of author’s
knowledge, a careful inspection of the relevant literature reveals that the case of solutions of arbitrary growth
cannot be handled in the nonlocal case, especially when a family of non-dominated measures comes into play.
The reason for this gap is the lack of uniqueness, for which it is well-known that the key element is the validity
of the comparison principle; its generalization can be regarded the domination principle we are dealing with in
the current work. Indicative for the difficulties arising in the general cases and briefly described above are the
restrictive assumptions imposed on the comparison result in Kazi-Tani et al. [17, Theorem 5.13], which provides
a general probabilistic representation of a fully nonlinear integro-differential equation. The aforementioned work
uses in turn Neufeld and Nutz [23, Lemma 5.6], i.e., both general cases are restricted in bounded solutions and
[17] essentially degenerates the "semilinear" term. In other words, one understands that the extension of classical
arguments used for proving the comparison principle for an integro-differential operator of increased complexity
does not rely simply on tedious computations, but requires further effort for overcoming the additional difficul-
ties appearing because of the arbitrary growth and of the presence of the non-dominated family of measures.
Before we proceed it is interesting to note that in the local case, i.e., when there are no integral parts in the
operator and -consequently- no measures appearing therein, one may use the comparison principle associated
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2 A. SAPLAOURAS

to the bounded case in order to derive the comparison principle for the arbitrary (polynomial) growth case, see
Peng [30, Theorem C.2.3] and the results following it.

Returning to the general case of integro-differential equations it was Hollender who has meticulously edited
the classical arguments, so that the (sub-/ super-) solutions, as well as the test functions, respect the (arbitrary)
polynomial growth at infinity which is imposed by the integrability properties of the family of Lévy measures.
During this painstaking task in [13], the arguments presented in Neufeld and Nutz [23], Peng [30] have been ex-
tended so that, ultimately, multiple non-dominated Lévy measures can be taken into account in the fully nonlinear
case for the (arbitrary) polynomial growth. Additionally, a couple of minor mistakes occurred in the literature
have been properly taken care under the extension of [13]; see the comments on the beginning of the pages 90
and 132 in [13].

The current work, which is based on [13], non trivially expands the results to their fullest extend regarding the
integrability restrictions. The contribution of the current work is twofold. Firstly, the required integrability condi-
tion for the regularity condition is relaxed and is described in terms of a Young function, thus rendering it sharp,
i.e., the required integrability and the growth of the solution go hand by hand, without requiring strictly greater
(at least quadratic) integrability as in [13]. Secondly, the “semilinear” case is taken care, which is meant that
wherever a linear operator appears in [13] it can be substituted by a semilinear one. In other words and in view of
the comments in the two previous paragraphs, Kazi-Tani et al. [17, Theorem 5.13] is now valid without requiring
the degeneracy of the semilinear term and the boundedness of the (sub-/super-) solution. The applications of the
general result presented in the current work can be further appreciated once combined with stability results for
stochastic differential equations, e.g., Papapantoleon, Possamaï, and Saplaouras [24, 25]. Such a combination
allows for proving Trotter–Kato-type results, which include among others numerical approximations, by means
of probabilistic arguments. The generality of the arguments is not restricted in the linear or Markovian case.

For the presentation of this work it is assumed that the reader is familiar with the notion and techniques of
viscosity solutions’ theory, so that we only introduce the definition, the required notation for the statements
and their proofs. The inexperienced reader may consult Crandall, Ishii, and Lions [8] as an introduction in the
topic, Barles and Imbert [2] for an overview of the non-local case with respect to a single measure, Peng [30,
Appendix C] for the starting point of the general regularity condition and, of course, Hollender [13] for the
general framework which we are going to adapt. Naturally, we will use results and techniques whose statements
cannot be presented in full detail, for the sake of keeping the length of this work as reasonable as possible. To
this end, we will make use of the results presented in [13]; for more details on that see Remark 2.3. Regarding
the comparison of the two regularity conditions, the one presented here and the one used in [13], the respective
comments are presented after Definition 2.4.

The structure of the current work is the following: in Section 2 the admissibility and regularity conditions are
presented. Within the same section it is presented that for an operator to satisfy the regularity condition, it implies
that the comparison principle of the associated integro-differential equation is valid. Additionally, it is presented
that a general class of HJB operators satisfies the regularity condition under consideration. In Section 3 results
associated to Young functions are presented. These results are the cornerstones for relaxing and sharpening the
regularity condition. Finally, the lengthiest parts of the proofs of the results presented in Sections 2 and 3 are
relegated to Sections 4 and 5, respectively.

1.1. Notation. In this subsection we will introduce the notation we will use hereinafter. Since our results extend
those of [13], we will keep the same notation as in [13], whenever possible. Hence, it will be easier for the reader
to consult the respective auxiliary results cited from [13].

The set of of real numbers will be denoted by R. For a real number x its positive part is denoted by x+. The set
(0,∞) may alternatively be denoted by R+. Let d ∈ N be fixed hereinafter. The domain of the spatial variable
will be R

d. The set of symmetric (d × d)−matrices will be denoted by S
d×d and it will be endowed with the

usual partial order, denoted by ≤. With the same symbol it will be denoted the total order of the real numbers.
The matrix whose elements are all equal to 0 will be denoted by 0, while the identity matrix will be denoted by
I; since the dimension d of the spatial variable is fixed we have suppressed it in the notation. The transpose of
the matrix A will be denoted by AT , while the trace of a matrix A will be denoted by Tr(A). Let, additionally,
p ≥ 0 and a normed space (X, ‖ · ‖). The usual Euclidean norm will be denoted by | · |, without any reference
on the dimension of the Euclidean space. The supremum norm will be denoted by ‖ · ‖∞. In a normed space, the
closed ball centred at x and of radius r will be denoted by B[x, r] and its complement by Bc[x, r]. A function
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f : (X, ‖ · ‖) → (R, | · |) is said to be of (bounded) p−polynomial growth if, for some constant C > 0 and for
all x ∈ X,

|f(x)| ≤ C(1 + ‖x‖p).

If C is a family of real-valued functions on (X, ‖ ·‖), then Cp denotes all functions in C of p−polynomial growth.
The optimal growth constant for f ∈ Cp, den by ‖f‖p, is defined by

‖f‖p := sup
x∈X

|f(x)|

1 + ‖x‖p
.

For (X, ρ) a metric space, a function f : (X, ρ) → (R, | · |) is called upper semicontinuous if

lim sup
n→∞

f(xn) ≤ f(x),

for all sequences (xn)n∈N ⊂ X with limn→∞ xn = x. A function f : (X, ρ) → (R, | · |) is said called lower

semicontinuous if −f is upper semicontinuous. The set of upper, resp. lower, semicontinuous functions defined
on (X, ρ) will be denoted by USC(X), resp. LSC(X). Also, we will write

SC(X) := USC(X) ∪ LSC(X)

for the family of all semicontinuous functions on (X, ρ). The set of continuous functions defined on R
d will

be denoted by C(Rd). The set of twice continuously differentiable functions defined on R
d will be denoted by

C2(Rd). For f ∈ C2(Rd), Df denotes the first derivative, while D2f denotes the second derivative. In order to
use a compact notation in the description of the settings, we may write an f ∈ C2(Rd) as D0f . This will allow
us to write a condition simultaneously for f,Df and D2f .

Suppose that Ω ⊂ R
d, f : Ω → R and ϕ : Rd → [0,∞). For ε > 0, the supremal convolution △ε

ϕ[f ] : R
d →

R ∪ {+∞} is defined as

x 7−→ △ε
ϕ[f ](x) := sup

y∈Ω

(
f(y)−

ϕ(x− y)

ε

)
.

Dually, the infimal convolution ▽
ε
ϕ[f ] is defined as ▽

ε
ϕ[f ](x) := −△ε

ϕ[−f ](x), for x ∈ R
d. For the parabolic

case, we will need to use [0, T ] × R
d as the domain of the functions, for some T > 0. In this case, a function

f : [0, T ]× R
d → R is understood to be of p−polynomial growth if

‖f‖p := sup
t∈[0,T ]

‖f(t, ·)‖p <∞.

Moreover, for ϕ : Rd → [0,∞), ε > 0 and t ∈ [0, T ], the spatial supremal convolution △ε
ϕ[f(t, ·)] : R

d →

R
{ +∞} is defined as

x 7−→ △ε
ϕ[f(t, ·)](x) := sup

y∈Ω

(
f(t, y)−

ϕ(x− y)

ε

)
.

Dually can be defined the spatial infimal convolution ▽
ε
ϕ[f(t, ·)].

Hereinafter, given p ≥ 0, we will fix ϕp to be a smooth variant of the function

R
d ∋ x 7−→ |x|2 ∨ |x|p∨2 ∈ [0,∞).

One way to construct the desired smooth function is described in [13, Lemma 1.14], which is suitable for our
purposes. In other words, ϕp is a quasidistance1, i.e., a symmetric function such that it vanishes only at the origin
0. For later reference, we provide the properties of the quasidistance ϕp which will be occasionally used in the
computations:

ϕp(x+ y) ≤ 22(p∨2)−2
(
ϕp(x) + ϕp(y)

)
(1.1)

and

22−(p∨2)
(
|x|2 ∨ |x|p

)
≤ ϕp(x) ≤

(
|x|2 ∨ |x|p

)
. (1.2)

1See [13, Section 1.2] for more related results and properties.
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The necessity for choosing such a function stems from its behaviour in the neighbourhood of 0 and at infinity, a
behaviour that is bequeathed to the smooth variant given the construction of [13, Lemma 1.14]. More precisely,
the choice of ϕp is such that the supremal convolution △ε

ϕp
[f ] dominates f , for every f ∈ USCp(R

d); see
[13, Lemma 1.12 (i)]. Additionally, [13, Lemma 1.12 (iii)] guarantees that the supremal convolution △ε

ϕ[f ] is
(locally) semiconvex. Hence, Alexandroff’s theorem can be applied, which is the cornerstone in the viscosity
solution theory through Jensen’s lemma.

Finally, a modulus of continuity is a non-decreasing function ω : [0,+∞] → [0,+∞] such that limh↓0 ω(h) =
ω(0) = 0. Hereinafter, every considered modulus of continuity will be assumed to additionally be continuous
and subadditive. These mild assumptions can be considered innocuous, since we will deal with sets of functions
which are uniformly equicontinuous. Indeed, the modulus of continuity associated to a uniformly continuous
function is continuous, which may additionally be chosen to be subadditive. Hence, in our framework these
properties arise naturally. Moreover, whenever a finite number of moduli of continuity appear in a statement,
for notational convenience, all of them will be denoted by the same symbol. In other words, we do not assume
the minimal modulus of continuity of each set, but an increasing majorant (in a neighbourhood of 0) of the
considered moduli.

In the following we may combine the introduced notation, e.g., USPp will denote the set of upper semicon-
tinuous functions with p−polynomial growth etc. Moreover, by C will be denoted an arbitrary positive constant.
Using an index on a constant C should be understood as the constant depending on this quantity, e.g.,Cp denotes
a constant whose value depends on p.

2. DOMINATION PRINCIPLE FOR HAMILTON–JACOBI–BELLMAN EQUATIONS

2.1. Admissibility and regularity condition. We provide the definition of a viscosity (sub-/super-) solution
and, afterwards, the desired properties an operator should possess.

Definition 2.1 (Viscosity Solutions). Assume that p ≥ 0, Ω ⊂ R
d is open and that the operator F : Rd × R ×

R
d×S

d×d×C2
p(R

d) → R is given. An upper semicontinuous function u ∈ USCp(R
d) is a viscosity subsolution

in Ω of the nonlocal equation

F (x, u(x),Du(x),D2u(x), u(·)) = 0, (E1)

if, for all φ ∈ C2
p(R

d) such that u− φ has a global maximum in x ∈ Ω,

F (x, u(x),Dφ(x),D2φ(x), φ(·)) ≤ 0.

A lower semicontinuous function v ∈ LSCp(R
d) is a viscosity supersolution in Ω of the nonlocal equation (E1),

if, for all φ ∈ C2
p(R

d) such that v − φ has a global minimum in x ∈ Ω,

F (x, u(x),Dφ(x),D2φ(x), φ(·)) ≥ 0.

A viscosity solution in Ω of (E1) is both a viscosity subsolution and supersolution in Ω of (E1).

The presented definition is Hollender [13, Definition 2.1]. The next set of assumptions, which is [13, Remark
2.3], allows to simultaneously consider a general class of operators, instead of considering special cases. This is
the approach followed in the literature already, e.g., Alvarez and Tourin [1], Barles and Imbert [2], Jakobsen and
Karlsen [16], and it is also adopted in Hollender [13], which we follow.

Assumption 2.2 (Assumptions on the operator F). Suppose that p ≥ 0 and that Ω ⊂ R
d is open. We assume that

for each given operator

F : Ω× R× R
d × S

d×d × C2
p(Ω) → R

and every 0 < κ < 1, there exist operators (the so-called generalized operators)

F κ : Ω× R× R
d × S

d×d × SCp(Ω)× C2
p(Ω) → R

on which we impose the assumptions (A1) - (A5) to hold for every x ∈ Ω, (xn)n∈N ⊂ Ω, r, s ∈ R, q ∈ R
d,

X,Y ∈ S
d×d, u, v ∈ SCp(Ω), (un)n∈N ⊂ SCp(Ω), φ,ψ ∈ C2(Ω) and (φn)n∈N ⊂ C2(Ω), except otherwise

stated:
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(A1) (Consistency) For each 0 < κ < 1, the operator F κ is a generalization of F , in the sense that the equality

F κ(x, r, q,X, φ, φ) = F (x, r, q,X, φ)

holds for every φ ∈ C2
p(Ω).

(A2) (Degenerate Ellipticity) For each 0 < κ < 1, the operator F κ is nonlocal degenerate elliptic, i.e.,

F κ(x, r, q,X, u, φ) ≥ F κ(x, r, q, Y, v, ψ)

holds whenever u− v and φ− ψ have global maxima in x ∈ Ω and whenever X ≤ Y .

(A3) (Translation Invariance) For each 0 < κ < 1, the operator F κ is translation invariant in its non-local part,

i.e.,

F κ(x, r, q,X, u + c1, φ+ c2) = F κ(x, r, q,X, u, φ)

holds for all constants c1, c2 ∈ R.

(A4) (Continuity) For each 0 < κ < 1, the operator F κ is continuous in the following sense: if

• lim
n→+∞

(xn, rn, qn,Xn) = (x, r, q,X),

• lim
n→+∞

Dmφn = Dmφ locally uniformly for all m ∈ {0, 1, 2} and

• lim
n→+∞

un = u locally uniformly with u ∈ Cp(Ω) and supn∈N ‖un‖p < +∞,

then

lim
n→+∞

F κ(xn, rn, qn,Xn, un, φn) = F κ(x, r, q,X, u, φ).

(A5) (Monotonicity) For each 0 < κ < 1, the operator F κ is non-decreasing in its second argument, i.e.,

F κ(x, r, q,X, u, φ) ≤ F κ(x, s, q,X, u, φ)

holds for all r ≤ s.

Some remarks are in order:

Remark 2.3. (i) The framework we have adopted, i.e., Definition 2.1 and Assumption 2.2, is identical to

Hollender [13, Definition 2.1, Remak 2.3]. Therefore, we can use the results, remarks or comments of Hollender

[13, Chapters 1 and 2]. We will do so for every result up to (excluding) Hollender [13, Definition 2.21], which

describes a structure condition. This structure condition is named “regularity condition” in [13] and this term

has been also adopted in this work.

(ii) For the convenience of the reader, when we need to make use of any of the aforementioned results, remarks

or comments, we will always refer to the respective part in Hollender [13]. We underlined above that we do not

make use of Hollender [13, Definition 2.21], since we will weaken it in Definition 2.4. Comments regarding the

difference of the two regularity conditions are presented after Definition 2.4.

(iii) An additional comment should be made before we proceed. In the current work we are interested in proving

the comparison principle for parabolic type Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman equations. In particular, the domain Ω
will be identified as (0, T ) × R

d, for some T > 0 and d ∈ N. Implicitly, we have already used Hollender

[13, Lemma 2.6] to write the assumptions on F . Indeed, given the fact that the non-local parts that appear in

the Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman equations under consideration in the current work only depend on values on the

open set (0, T ) × R
d, we are eligible to make use of [13, Lemma 2.6]. Consequently, we can write the set of

assumptions on the operator F over an open set Ω.

Before we present the regularity condition, we will make a pause to introduce some auxiliary notation. Let
ε, T,> 0, Ω ⊂ R

d and F : (0, T )×R
d ×R×R

d × S
d×d ×C2

p(R
d) → R. Since p was fixed, instead of ϕp, we

will simply write the quasidistance as ϕ.
At this point the reader may assume that we are interested in solving on (0, T ) × Ω the equation

∂tu(t, x) + F (t, x, u(t, x)Du(t, x),D2u(t, x), u(t, ·)) = 0

and that u ∈ USPp is a viscosity subsolution in (0, T ) × Ω. Given [13, Remark 2.20], we will need to consider
an auxiliary problem which is described by the so-called smudged operator

△ε
ϕ[F ] : (0, T ) × R

d × R× R
d × S

d×d × C2
p(R

d) → R
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defined by

△ε
ϕ[F ](t, x, r, q,X, ψ) := inf

{
F (t, y, r, q,X, ψ ◦ τx−y)

∣∣ y ∈ Ω with ϕ(y − x) ≤ εδ(x)
}
,

for (t, x, r, q,X, ψ) ∈ (0, T ) × R
d × R × R

d × S
d×d × C2

p(R
d), where δ(x) := 23(p∨2)‖u‖p(1 + ϕ(x)), and

τh : Rd → R
d is the transition operator by h ∈ R

d, i.e., τh(x) = x+ h, for all x ∈ R
d. Additionally, for k ∈ N

we define

Jk,d :=




(k − 1)I −I −I . . . −I −I
−I (k − 1)I −I . . . −I −I

...
...

. . .
...

−I −I −I . . . (k − 1)I −I
−I −I −I . . . −I (k − 1)I



∈ R

kd.

Definition 2.4 (Regularity Condition). Suppose that p > 0 and T > 0, that uεi ∈ USCp([0, T ] × R
d) is the

spatial supremal convolution of some ui ∈ USCp([0, T ] × R
d) for ε > 0 and i ∈ {1, . . . , k} with k ∈ N, and

that2

φλδ,γ(t, x) :=
δ

T − t
+ λ

∑

i<j

|xi − xj |
2 + γeµt

k∑

i=1

Υ(|xi|
p)

for (t, x) := (t, x1, . . . , xk) ∈ [0, T ) × R
kd with γ, δ, µ, λ ≥ 0 and Υ a twice continuously differentiable Young

function.3 A family of operators

Gi : (0, T )× R
d × R× R

d × S
d×d × C2

p(R
d) −→ R

for i ∈ {1, . . . , k} satisfies a regularity condition for β1, . . . , βk > 0, if there exist C,C > 0 and a modulus of

continuity ω such that the following implication holds:

If the function

(0, T ) × R
kd ∋ (t, x) = (t, x1, . . . , xk) 7−→

k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t, xi)− φλδ,γ(t, x),

has a global maximum in (t̄, x̄) = (t̄, x̄1, . . . , x̄k) = (t̄(δ,γ,λ,ε), x̄(δ,γ,λ,ε)) ∈ (0, T ) × R
kd with

sup
(t,x)∈(0,T )×Rkd

( k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t, xi)− φλδ,γ(t, x)

)
=

k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t̄, x̄i)− φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄) ≥ 0

and if Xi = X
(δ,γ,λ,ε)
i ∈ S

d×d for i ∈ {1, . . . , k} satisfy

diag(X1, . . . ,Xk) ≤ 4λJk,d (2.1)

+ Cγeµt̄diag
[
(Υ′′(|x̄1|

p)|x̄1|
2p−2 +Υ′(|x̄1|

p)|x̄1|
p−2)I, . . . , (Υ′′(|x̄k|

p)|x̄k|
2p−2 +Υ′(|x̄k|

p)|x̄k|
p−2)I

]
,

then the following inequality holds in the ordinary sense

−
k∑

i=1

βi△
ε
ϕ[G

κ
i ]
(
t̄, x̄i, u

ε
i (t̄, x̄i), β

−1
i Dxi

φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄),Xi, u
ε
i (t̄, ·), β

−1
i φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄1, . . . , x̄i−1, ·, x̄i+1, . . . , x̄k)

)

≤ Cλ
∑

i<j

|x̄i − x̄j|
2 + Cγeµt̄

(
1 +

k∑

i=1

Υ(|x̄i|
p)
)
+ ̺γ,λ,ε,κ

(2.2)

2In the introduced penalization function φλ
δ,γ , we notationally omit the dependence on µ, since this parameter will be always

assumed fixed and of suitable value when we use the penalization function. We will do so hereinafter for any notational depen-
dence on (δ, µ, γ, λ, ε), i.e., we will only denote the dependence on (δ, γ, λ, ε). For example, the point of maximum (t̄, x̄) =

(t̄(δ,µ,γ,λ,ε), x̄(δ,µ,γ,λ,ε)) will be simply denoted to depend on (δ, γ, λ, ε).
3For the definition see Definition 3.1.
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for a remainder ̺γ,λ,ε,κ with

lim sup
γ↓0

lim sup
λ→+∞

lim sup
ε↓0

lim sup
κ↓0

̺γ,λ,ε,κ ≤ 0.

Now that the regularity condition has been presented in terms of an arbitrary Young function, let us compare
the presented framework with that adopted in Hollender [13, Definition 2.21] and motivate the block diagonal
form in the right-hand side of (2.1) in Definition 2.4. The reason the regularity condition described in Defini-
tion 2.4 is significantly weaker than Hollender [13, Definition 2.21] will be clarified in the upcoming comments.
More importantly, it will be justified the fact the presented regularity condition is the natural one, since this
allows for sharp integrability conditions.

Let us start by observing that we can rewrite4 the regularity condition used in Hollender [13, Definition 2.21]
in terms of Definition 2.4 by using the Young function

Υ(y) := y
q
p , for 0 ≤ y, 0 < p < q and 2 ≤ q. (2.3)

Indeed,

Υ′(|z|p)|z|p−2 = Cp,q|z|
q−2 and

[
Υ′′(|z|p)|z|p

]
|z|p−2 = Cp,q|z|

q−2 for z ∈ R
d.

We proceed now with the motivation for the block diagonal form in the right-hand side of (2.1) in Definition 2.4.
The conditions on q required in Hollender [13, Definition 2.21], i.e., q > p and q ≥ 2, dictate the use of5 a family
of measures which demand the uniform integration of the function R

d ∋ z 7→ |z|q on {z ∈ R
d : |z| > 1}. In the

case p ∈ [0, 2) one would be content with q = 2. In the case p ≥ 2 one would naturally require the value q to be
“as close to p as possible”, i.e., q = p + δ for δ positive and arbitrarily small, so that they can seek for weaker
integrability requirements; this allows us to further assume q < 2p. In the case 2 ≤ p < q < 2p, we have for the
Young function of (2.3) and for y > 0 that

Υ′(y) =
q

p
y

q
p
−1 with

q

p
− 1 > 0 and Υ′′(y) =

q

p
(
q

p
− 1)y

q
p
−2 with

q

p
− 2 < 0. (2.4)

Going one step further and seeking an upper bound of the Hessian of the function z 7→ |z|q = Υ(|z|p), one
can easily compute that to be of the form q(q − 1)|x|q−2, which is the term appearing in the inequality of the
block-diagonal matrices of Hollender [13, Definition 2.21]. Rewriting the extracted upper bound in terms of the
first two derivatives of the Young function Υ and of the function z 7→ |z|p−2, then one gets

|z|q−2 = Cp,q

[(
|z|p

) q
p
−2

|z|2p−2 +
(
|z|p

) q
p
−1

|z|p−2
]
= Cp,q

[
Υ′′(|z|p)|z|2p−2 +Υ′(|z|p)|z|p−2

]
,

which is the term appearing in the right-hand side of (2.1). Assuming now that Υ is a twice continuously differ-
entiable Young function and p > 0 then one gets

∇Υ(|z|p) = pΥ′(|z|p)|z|p−2z

and for i, j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, where (∇Υ(|z|p))j is the j−element of the gradient,

∂

∂zi
(∇Υ(|z|p))j =

∂

∂zi
(Υ′(|z|p)|z|p−2zj)

= p
[
pΥ′′(|z|p)|z|2p−4 + (p− 2)Υ′(|z|p)|z|p−4

]
zizj + pΥ′(|z|p)|z|p−2

1{j}(i)

≤
p

2

[
pΥ′′(|z|p)|z|2p−2 + |p− 2|Υ′(|z|p)|z|p−2

]
+ pΥ′(|z|p)|z|p−2

= Cp

[
Υ′′(|z|p)|z|2p−2 +Υ′(|z|p)|z|p−2

]
, (2.5)

for C > 0. In other words, in the right-hand side of (2.1) we have simply used the extracted upper bound of
the elements of the Hessian of Υ(|z|p). So far we have argued about seeing [13, Definition 2.21] as a special
case of Definition 2.4. In the next paragraphs we will argue about the difficulties that appear when instead of
power functions, as in [13, Definition 2.21], general Young functions are utilized. These comments will justify
the necessity of the additional properties a Young function is required to possess, hence the necessity of the
results of Section 3.

4One has to replace q(q − 1) by a constant, which is innocuous in view of the factor γ which will finally tend to 0.
5Here, we foresee the framework of the equation we are interested in, i.e., Definition 2.8 and Assumption 2.10.
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Let us, now, assume a Young function Υ ∈ C2(0,∞). At this point a natural question is whether there are
Young functions, apart from power functions, such that the term Υ′′(|z|p)|z|2p−2 + Υ′(|z|p)|z|p−2 is control-
lable and possibly having additional convenient properties, for any p > 0. Essentially, we need to examine the
behaviour of the aforementioned quantity around origin, e.g., it is important not to explode, as well as at infinity,
e.g., it respects the integrability properties of the measures appearing in the operator. Additionally, considering
the well-known fact that there are “plenty” of Young functions which grow slower than any power function
[0,+∞) ∋ y 7→ yδ, for δ > 0, our aim is to choose among them one which combines all the above properties,
otherwise we will be trapped in the need of the auxiliary power q. Making the long story short by avoiding the
extensive computations that appear in the proofs, we will “choose” the Young function Υ such that

lim
|z|→0

Υ′′(|z|p)|z|2p−2 = lim
|z|→0

Υ′(|z|p)|z|p−2 = 0

and that the term Υ′′(|z|p)|z|2p−2 + Υ′(|z|p)|z|p−2 is integrable. In particular, as we have seen in (2.4) the
function [0,+∞) ∋ x 7→ xΥ′′(x) will be bounded. It is Lemma 3.6 and its corollaries which verify that it is
possible to construct such a Young function based on the data of the problem.

Returning to Hollender [13, Definition 2.21], it is because of these points that described in the previous
paragraph that it is required the presence of the auxiliary power q with p < q with q ≥ 2. At this point we need to
underline that in the comments provided after [13, Theorem 2.22], it is mentioned that the required condition on
exponents can be relaxed to p < q < 2. Despite this remark in Hollender [13], no additional details are provided
on the way the “elaborate construction” can be achieved. However, even in this case the auxiliary exponent q
is needed to be strictly greater than p rendering the suggested construction non-optimal. To the contrary, with
the approach in which we use a suitable Young function there is no integrability restriction, since the Young
function is constructed based on the (uniform) integrability of the family of measures, see Assumption 2.10.(B2)
and Proposition 3.5, which is identical to [13, Remark 2.28 (B2)], and on the value of p > 0.

A last remark about a subtle, innocuous difference between [13, Definition 2.21] and Definition 2.4 is the fol-
lowing. In the right hand side of (2.2) we do not assume a term of the form ω

(
(
∑

i<j |x̄i− x̄j|)(1+
∑k

i=1 |x̄i|
p)
)
,

since it was preferred for simplicity to be included in the remainder ̺γ,λ,ε,κ. The reader may verify that a similar
term may appear by examining the proofs of the results in Section 4.3.2.

We proceed now to present for the parabolic case the domination principle, the generalization of the com-
parison principle, which can be seen as an application of the maximum principle. The result presented below
generalizes [13, Theorem 2.22], thus covering previous results in the existing literature of the integro-differential
equation, e.g., Alvarez and Tourin [1, Section 3], Barles and Imbert [2, Section 5], Hu and Peng [14, Section 7],
Jakobsen and Karlsen [16, Section 3] and Pham [31, Section 4].

Theorem 2.5 (Domination Principle). Suppose that p > 0, T > 0 and k ∈ N. Moreover, suppose that ui ∈
USCp([0, T ] × R

d) are viscosity solutions in (0, T )× R
d of

∂tui(t, x) +Gi

(
t, x, ui(t, x),Dui(t, x),D

2ui(t, x), ui(t, ·)
)
≤ 0,

for i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and operators (Gi)i∈{1,...,k} which satisfy Assumption 2.2 and the regularity condition de-

scribed in Definition 2.4 for β1, . . . , βk > 0 and a twice continuously differentiable Young function Υ. If the

initial conditions ui(0, ·) : R
d → R are continuous for all i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and if

k∑

i=1

βiui(0, x) ≤ 0, for every x ∈ R
d,

then

k∑

i=1

βiui(t, x) ≤ 0, for every (t, x) ∈ (0, T )× R
d.

Proof. The proof essentially follows that of Hollender [13, Theorem 2.22]. The main difference is that in the
current proof we use the function Υ(| · |p), where Υ is the Young function for which the regularity condition
holds, instead of |·|q , for q > p and q ≥ 2, which is used in Hollender [13, Theorem 2.22]. Regarding the validity
of the substitution we mention in the previous line, the crucial remark is that the function |·|p is finally dominated
by Υ(| · |p). Hence, all the properties extracted for the penalization of the conical combination of the supremal
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convolutions remain true, since the supremal convolutions respect the polynomial order of the subsolutions;
see Hollender [13, Lemma 1.12]. After these remarks, the reader who is familiar with the technicalities of the
viscosity solutions theory should be convinced. However, we present the complete proof in Section 4.1, not only
for the unfamiliar reader, but also in order to justify and make use of properties of the families of global maxima
that appear in the proof. These properties will be repeatedly used in Proposition 2.12. �

We close the subsection with the most important corollary of the Domination Principle, the Comparison
Principle, which guarantees the uniqueness of the solution of the integro-differential equation. Additionally,
through Perron’s method, the Comparison Principle also leads to the existence of the solution, given a subsolution
and a supersolution.

Corollary 2.6 (Comparison Principle). Suppose that G is an operator that satisfies Assumption 2.2 with p > 0
and T > 0. Additionally, suppose that the two operators G1 and G2, which are defined by

G1(t, x, r, q,X, φ) := G(t, x, r, q,X, φ) and G2(t, x, r, q,X, φ) := −G(t, x,−r,−q,−X,−φ)

for (t, x, r, q,X, φ) ∈ (0, T ) × R
d × R × R

d × S
d×d × C2

p(R
d), satisfy a regularity condition as described in

Definition 2.4 for β1 = β2 = 1 for some twice continuously differentiable Young function Υ.

If u ∈ USCp([0, T ] × R
d), resp. ū ∈ LSCp([0, T ] × R

d), is a viscosity subsolution, resp. supersolution, in

(0, T )× R
d of

∂tu(t, x) +G
(
t, x, u(t, x),Du(t, x),D2u(t, x), u(t, ·)

)
= 0

such that u(0, ·), ū(0, ·) are continuous with u(0, x) ≤ ū(0, x) for every x ∈ R
d, then

u(t, x) ≤ ū(t, x) for every (t, x) ∈ (0, T )× R
d.

Proof. It is easily verified that the assumptions of Theorem 2.5 are satisfied, hence the desired conclusion is
indeed true. �

Remark 2.7. The presented Domination Principle (Theorem 2.5) generalizes Hollender [13, Theorem 2.22],

which in turn generalized Peng [30, Theorem C.2.2] and Hu and Peng [14, Theorem 53]. The generality of the

Domination Principle allows the generator to bequeath its properties, e.g., subadditivity and/or convexity, to the

solutions of the associated initial value problems. The precise statements can be readily adapted from Hollender

[13, Corollary 2.25, Corollary 2.26] or Hu and Peng [14, Corollary 56, Corollary 57].

2.2. A prominent example: Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman Equations. In this subsection we focus on a spe-
cial class of operators associated to integro-differential equations, namely Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman Equations
(HJB). We initially provide the definition of HJB Equations and afterwards we set a framework for the data of
the operator, under which the associated HJB operator satisfies the Assumption 2.2, as well as the regularity
condition described in Definition 2.4.

Definition 2.8 (Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman Equations). A nonlinear, parabolic, second-order nonlocal equation

in (0, T ) × R
d with time horizon T > 0

∂tu(t, x) +G
(
t, x, u(t, x),Du(t, x),D2u(t, x), u(t, ·)

)
= 0 (HJB)

is called Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman equation (or HJB equation for short) if

G(t, x, r, q,X, φ) = Gκ(t, x, r, q,X, φ, φ)

Gκ(t, x, r, q,X, u, φ) = inf
α∈A

Gκ
α(t, x, r, q,X, u, φ)

for a family (Gκ
α)α∈A of semi-linear operators

Gκ
α : (0, T ) × R

d × R× R
d × S

d×d × SCp(R
d)× C2(Rd) −→ R

with p ≥ 1 and 0 < κ < 1 of the form

Gκ
α(t, x, r, q,X, u, φ) = −fα

(
t, x, r, σTα (t, x)q,K

κ
α(t, x, u, φ)

)
− Lα(t, x, r, q,X) − Iκ

α(t, x, u, φ)

Lα(t, x, q,X) = bTα(t, x)q + Tr
(
σα(t, x)σ

T (t, x)X
)

Iκ
α(t, x, u, φ) = Ǐκ

α(t, x, φ) + I
κ
α(t, x, u, φ) + Îα(t, x, u, φ),
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Kκ
α(t, x, u, φ) = Ǩκ

α(t, x, φ) +K
κ
α(t, x, u),

where fα(t, x, r, q, w) ∈ R, bα(t, x) ∈ R
d, σα(t, x) ∈ S

d×d,

Ǐκ
α(t, x, φ) :=

∫

{z∈Rd:|z|≤κ}

(
φ(x+ jα(t, x, z)) − φ(t, x)−Dφ(x)T jα(t, x, z)

)
mα(dz)

I
κ
α(t, x, u, φ) :=

∫

{z∈Rd:κ<|z|≤1}

(
u(x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(t, x)−Dφ(x)T jα(t, x, z)

)
mα(dz)

Îα(t, x, u, φ) :=

∫

{z∈Rd:1<|z|}

(
u(x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(t, x)−Dφ(x)T jα(t, x, z)

)
mα(dz)

and

Ǩκ
α(t, x, φ) :=

∫

{z∈Rd:|z|≤κ}
(φ(x+ jα(t, x, z)) − φ(t, x)) δα(t, x, z)mα(dz)

K
κ
α(t, x, u) :=

∫

{z∈Rd:κ<|z|}
(u(x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(t, x)) δα(t, x, z)mα(dz)

with Borel measures mα : B(Rd) → [0,+∞), jα(t, x, z) ∈ R
d, δα(t, x, z) ∈ R.

Remark 2.9. (i) We have slightly deviated from the “classical” definition of the HJB operator by allowing the

presence of the term −Dφ(x)jα(t, x, z) in the segment Îα of the nonlocal part of the operator. In other words,

we do not truncate in the domain {z ∈ R
d : 1 < |z|} as in the classical case, where the truncation function

1{z:|z|≤1} is used as a factor of the term Dφ(x)jα(t, x, z).
Our choice is motivated from the probabilistic interpretation of the nonlocal operator. More precisely, we are

interested in the case where the linear part of the operators Gκ
α can be associated to integrable martingales, e.g.

when jα(t, x, ·) = Id, for Id the identity on R
d, and for this reason the value of p has to be greater than or equal

to 1. In other words, the linear part corresponds to the infinitesimal generator of a martingale.

Despite this choice, the way the results and their proofs are presented allows to easily deduce the analo-

gous results of the classical case, i.e., when the truncation function 1{z∈Rd:|z|≤1} is used, which associates to

semimartingales. In the semimartingale case we may allow p > 0, instead of p ≥ 1 which is dictated by the

integrability requirement of the true martingale.

(ii) We can easily translate the initial value problem to a terminal value problem, by using the change of time

t 7→ T − t. Before we proceed, let us introduce the following notation: if h is a function defined on [0, T ] ×R,

for some Euclidean space R, then h̃(t, ·) := h(T − t, ·), for every t ∈ [0, T ], Now, if u is a viscosity solution of

Equation (HJB) with u(0, ·) = g(·), then ũ is a viscosity solution of the equation

−∂tũ(t, x) + G̃(t, x, ũ(t, x),Dũ(t, x),D2ũ(t, x), ũ(t, ·)) = 0, with ũ(T, ·) = g(·).

(iii) If the set A is a singleton, then the Equation (HJB) with given terminal value can be associated to a

decoupled system of Forward-Backward Stochastic Differential Equations (FBSDE). In Barles et al. [3] the

existence and uniqueness of the solution of the (degenerate) (HJB) is provided by probabilistic arguments. In

this case the integro-differential equation is a semilinear one.

If the set A is not a singleton, the respective system of FBSDE should be understood under a family of (non-

dominated) probability measures. The interested reader may consult Soner et al. [36] for the local case and

Kazi-Tani et al. [17] for the non-local case. In the aforementioned cases, the Forward Stochastic Differential

Equation corresponds to the case bα ≡ 0, σα ≡ AId, additionally jα(t, x, ·) ≡ Id for every (t, x) ∈ (0, T )×R
d

for the nonlocal case, for A lying in a suitable set, as well as the Lévy meaures ν should lie in a suitable set.

The pair (A, ν) should be thought as the parameter α ∈ A. It is interesting to note that these works provide a

probabilistic representation of the solution of the associated HJB equation, but they need to be complemented by

a comparison result in order to guarantee the uniqueness of the solution of the (integro-)differential equation.

Naturally, the framework described in Definition 2.8 is too general and without any further assumptions on
the coefficients of the semi-linear operators Gκ

α there is no hope that the comparison principle holds. To this end,
we will need to impose specific properties. This is the purpose of Assumption 2.10. Afterwards, it will be proven
that under Assumption 2.10 the associated Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman operator satisfies Assumption 2.2 and the



A GENERAL AND SHARP REGULARITY CONDITION FOR INTEGRO-DIFFERENTIAL EQUATIONS 11

Regularity Condition as described in Definition 2.4. Hence, in view of Theorem 2.5 one immediately gets that
the comparison principle holds.

Assumption 2.10 (on HJB Coefficients). Suppose that, for every 0 < κ < 1, (Gκ
α)α∈A is a family of semilinear

operators as defined in Definition 2.8 with p ≥ 1 and T > 0. Throughout this section we will assume that the

following conditions hold:

(B1) (Boundedness) The coefficients of the local part and the semilinear part are bounded, i.e.,

sup
α∈A

(|bα(t, x)| + |σα(t, x)| + |fα(t, x, r, q, w)|) < +∞

in every (t, x, r, q, w) ∈ (0, T )× R
d × R× R

d × R, and the family of measures of the nonlocal part meet

sup
α∈A

∫

Rd

(
|z|21{z:|z|≤1}(z) + |z|p1{z:|z|>1}(z)

)
mα(dz) < +∞.

(B2) (Uniformly integrable measures) The family of measures of the nonlocal part satisfies

lim
κ↓0

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
|z|2mα(dz) = 0

and

lim
R→+∞

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R}
|z|pmα(dz) = 0.

(B3) (Uniform equicontinuity of (bα)α∈A and (σα)α∈A) There exists a constant C > 0 and a modulus of conti-

nuity ω such that

sup
α∈A

(
|σα(t, x)− σα(t

′, x′)|+ |bα(t, x)− bα(t
′, x′)|

)
≤ ω(|t− t′|) + C|x− x′|,

for all (t, x) ∈ (0, T ) × R
d.

(B4) (Uniform equicontinuity and monotonicity of the non-linearities (fα)α∈A)) The non-linearities (fα)α∈A
possess the following properties:

(i) for every K,R > 0 there exist moduli of continuity ω
R

and ω̃
K

such that

sup
α∈A

∣∣fα(t, x, r, q, w) − fα(t
′, x′, r′, q′, w′)

∣∣

≤ ω(|t− t′|) + ω
R

(
|x− x′|(1 + |q| ∨ |q′|)

)
+ ω̃

K
(|r − r′|) + C(|q − q′|+ |w − w′|),

for all t, t′ ∈ (0, T ), x, x′ ∈ R
d with |x|, |x′| ≤ R, r, r′ ∈ R, q, q′ ∈ R

d and w,w′ ∈ R.

(ii) they are monotone in the second spatial argument and in the last spatial argument in the following sense:

sup
α∈A

(r − r′)(fα(t, x, r, q, w) − fα(t, x, r
′, q, w)) ≤ 0

and

R ∋ w 7→ fα(t, x, r, q, w) ∈ R is non-decreasing,

for all t ∈ (0, T ), x, q ∈ R
d and r, r′ ∈ R.

(B5) (Continuity and growth of (jα)α∈A) The jump-height coefficients of the nonlocal parts (Iκ
α)α∈A and

(Kκ
α)α∈A possess the following properties:

(i) there exist a constant C > 0 and a modulus of continuity ω such that

sup
α∈A

|jα(t, x, z) − jα(t
′, x′, z)| ≤ |z|

(
ω(|t− t′|) +C|x− x′|

)

for all (t, x), (t′, x′) ∈ (0, T ) × R
d,

(ii) there exists C > 0 such that

sup
α∈A

|jα(t, x, z)| ≤ C(1 + |x|)|z|

for all t ∈ (0, T ) and x, z ∈ R
d, and
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(iii) if p ∈ [1, 2), then additionally for every x, x′ ∈ R
d and for every t ∈ (0, T ) there exists a constant C > 0

such that

sup
α∈A

|jα(t, x, z)| ≤ C(1 + |x|
p
2 ) |z| for every z ∈ R

d such that |z| < 1

and

sup
α∈A

|jα(t, x, z)− jα(t, x
′, z)| ≤ C|x− x′| |z|

p
2 for every z ∈ R

d such that |z| > 1.

(B6) (Continuity and growth of (δα)α∈A) For every α ∈ A there exist a measurable ℓα : Rd → [0,+∞), a

constant C > 0 and a modulus of continuity ω such that

(i) for every (t, x, z) ∈ [0, T ] × R
d × R

d it holds

0 ≤ δα(t, x, z) ≤ ℓα(z),

(ii) it holds

sup
α∈A

max
{∫

Rd

ℓ2α(z)mα(dz), ‖ℓα‖∞
}
< +∞,

(iii) for all t, t′ ∈ (0, T ) and x, x′ ∈ R
d it holds

|δα(t, x, z)− δα(t
′, x′, z)| ≤ ℓα(z)

(
ω(|t− t′|) + C|x− x′|

)

and

(iv) for all t ∈ (0, T ) and x, x′ ∈ R
d it holds

|δα(t, x, z) − δα(t, x
′, z)| ≤ C|x− x′| × ℓ2α(z) for z ∈ B[0, 1].

as well as

|δα(t, x, z) − δα(t, x
′, z)| ≤ C|x− x′| × ℓα(z) for z ∈ B[0, 1]c.

The reader can verify that Assumption 2.10 extends Hollender [13, Remark 2.28]. We describe the Condition
(B2) as “uniform integrability” instead of “tightness”, as we prefer to interpret these conditions as the property
of the family of measures to uniformly integrate the tails of the functions R

d ∋ z 7→ |z|2 and R
d ∋ z 7→ |z|p

on the respective domains. Of course, the notion of tightness can be also used. Additionally, we have added
special behaviour of the jump-height coefficient for the case p < 2. In fact, the same assumptions would be
required in Hollender [13, Remark 2.28 (Assumptions on Coefficients)] hadn’t been assumed the (stronger)
square integrability. More details about this point will be presented in Section 2.3 which is devoted for these
technical remarks.

We proceed to the statement of the first result we promised at the beginning of this subsection.

Lemma 2.11 (Admissibility of HJB Equation). Suppose that G is a Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman operator as de-

scribed in Definition 2.8. If Assumption 2.10 holds, then the corresponding Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman equation

∂tu(t, x) +G(t, x, u(t, x),Du(t, x),D2(t, x), u(t, ·)) = 0

satisfies Assumption 2.2.

The proof of Lemma 2.11 is presented in Section 4.2. We present now the main result of this subsection.

Proposition 2.12 (The HJB operators satisfy the regularity condition). Suppose that G is a Hamilton–Jacobi–

Bellman operator as described in Definition 2.8. If Assumption 2.10 holds, then the two operators

G1(t, x, r, q,X, φ) := G(t, x, r, q,X, φ)

G2(t, x, r, q,X, φ) := −G(t, x,−r,−p,−X,−φ)

for (t, x, r, q,X) ∈ (0, T ) × R
d × R × R

d × S
d×d × C2

p(R
d) satisfy the regularity condition as described in

Definition 2.4 for the Young function of Lemma 3.6 associated to the measures (mα)α∈A and for β1 = β2 = 1.
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The part of the proof of Proposition 2.12 corresponding to the linear parts Lα and Iκ
α essentially follows

the arguments of Hollender [13, Proposition 2.33]. The crucial difference is that we substitute the function
R
d ∋ w 7→ |w|q (q ≥ 2 is used in [13, Proposition 2.33]) by the function R

d ∋ w 7→ Υ(|w|p), for a Young func-
tion determined by Lemma 3.6. Although the change from a power function to a more general Young function
seems minor at first sight, the required computational details are more involved and rely on the technical results
associated to Lemma 3.6. Indeed, the homogeneity and multiplicativity of power functions, which are extremely
convenient in computations, have to be substituted by the moderate growth and the (finally) submultiplicativity
property of Young functions. Additionally, the convenience of having an increasing second derivative when deal-
ing with superquadratic power functions has to be substituted by a Young function having a non monotone, but
bounded, second derivative. All the aforementioned properties associated to Young functions have to be comple-
mented by additional ones. In any case, the big picture is the same as in [13, Proposition 2.33]. Naturally, as in
the proof of Lemma 2.11, some additional care will be needed for the segment Îα, since there is an additional
term in the integrand comparing to [13, Proposition 2.33], and -of course- substantial additional effort will be
required for the non-linearities fα.

In order to present the proof in a readable form, we present the main body of the proof below, but we have
relegated the lengthy computations, which are presented in a series of lemmata, to Section 4.3.

Proof of Proposition 2.12. Let us denote by Υ the Young function associated to the measures (mα)α∈A by
Lemma 3.6. Let u,−v ∈ USCp([0, T ] × R

d) and for δ,µ,γ, λ ≥ 0 we define

φλδ,γ(t, x, y) :=
δ

T − t
+ λ|x− y|2 + γeµt

(
Υ(|x|p) + Υ(|y|p)

)
, (2.6)

with (t, x, y) ∈ (0, T ) × R
d × R

d. For later reference,

Dxφ
λ
δ,γ(t, x, y) = 2λ(x− y) + pγeµtΥ′(|x|p)|x|p−2x (2.7)

and

Dyφ
λ
δ,γ(t, x, y) = 2λ(y − x) + pγeµtΥ′(|y|p)|y|p−2y. (2.8)

Moreover, we denote by uε (resp. vε) the spatial supremal (resp. infimal) convolution6 of u (resp. v) and

△ε
ϕ[G

k](t, x, r, q,X,w, ψ) := inf
y:ϕ(y−x)≤εδ(x)

Gk(t, y, r, q,X,w ◦ τx−y, ψ ◦ τx−y) (2.9)

for (t, x, r, q,X,w, ψ) ∈ (0, T ) ×R
d ×R× R

d × S
d×d × SCp(R

d)× C2(Rd) and ε > 0, where ϕ = ϕp is the
quasidistance described in Section 1.1, τh : Rd → R

d is the translation by h ∈ R
d operator, i.e., τh(x) = x+ h

for all x, h ∈ R
d, and

δ(x) := 23(p∨2)C(1 + ϕ(x)), for x ∈ R
d, (2.10)

for C depending only on ‖u‖p and ‖v‖p.
Through the rest of the proof we assume that (t̄, x̄, ȳ)7 ∈ (0, T ) × R

d × R
d is a global maximum point of

uε − vε − φλδ,γ with

M8 := sup
(t,x,y)∈(0,T )×Rd×Rd

(
uε(t, x)− vε(t, y)− φλδ,γ(t, x, y)

)

= uε(t̄, x̄)− vε(t̄, ȳ)− φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ) ≥ 0 (2.11)

and X,Y 9 ∈ S
d×d, C > 0 such that[

X 0

0 −Y

]
≤ 4λ

[
I −I
−I I

]

+ Cγeµt
[[
Υ′′(|x̄|p)|x̄|2p−2 +Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−2

]
I 0

0
[
Υ′′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|

2p−2
+Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−2

]
I

]. (2.12)

6See the definition in Section 1.1 and Hollender [13, Remark 2.20] for its properties.
7In order to keep the notation as simple as possible we omit the dependence on (δ, µ, γ, λ, ε). Moreover, we may assume µ fixed, but

arbitrary, so that we will no mention it in the proof hereinafter.
8M depends on (δ, γ, λ, ε).
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Our aim is to determine a constant C > 0 and a modulus of continuity ω : [0,+∞) → [0,+∞) such that (2.2)
holds, i.e.,

△ε
ϕ[G

κ]
(
t̄, ȳ, vε(t̄, ȳ),−Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ), Y, vε(t̄, ·),−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·)

)

−△ε
ϕ[G

κ]
(
t̄, x̄, uε(t̄, x̄),Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),X, u

ε(t̄, ·), φλδ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ)
)

≤ Cλ|x̄− ȳ|2 + Cγeµt̄
(
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

)
+ ̺γ,λ,ε,κ

for a remainder ̺γ,λ,ε,κ with

lim sup
γ↓0

lim sup
λ→+∞

lim sup
ε↓0

lim sup
κ↓0

̺γ,λ,ε,κ ≤ 0.

Given the form of the HJB operator G, i.e., G = infα∈AG
κ
α for every 0 < κ < 1, and the properties of infinma

and suprema of two sets A and B, i.e.,

inf A− inf B ≤ supA− inf B = sup(A−B).

For

Aε := {(α, x, y) ∈ A× R
d × R

d : ϕ(x− x̄) ≤ εδ(x̄), ϕ(y − ȳ) ≤ εδ(ȳ)} for ε > 0, (2.13)

an upper bound for the left-hand side of the inequality we intend to prove is the following

△ε
ϕ[G

κ]
(
t̄, ȳ, vε(t̄, ȳ),−Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ), Y, vε(t̄, ·),−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·)

)

−△ε
ϕ[G

κ]
(
t̄, x̄, uε(t̄, x̄),Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),X, u

ε(t̄, ·), φλδ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ)
)

≤ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
fα

(
t̄, x, uε(t̄, x̄), σTα (t̄, x)Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x)

)

− fα
(
t̄, y, vε(t̄, ȳ),−σ

T
α (t̄, y)Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y)

)}

+ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
Lα

(
t̄, x,Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),X

)
− Lα

(
t̄, y,−Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ), Y

)}

+ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
Iκ
α

(
t̄, x, uε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x

)
− Iκ

α

(
t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y

)}

≤ λC|x̄− ȳ|2 ×+Cγeµt̄
[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
+ ̺1γ,λ,ε,κ + ̺2γ,λ,ε + ̺3γ,λ,ε,κ

with

lim sup
λ→∞

lim sup
ε→0

lim sup
κ→0

[̺1γ,λ,ε,κ + ̺2γ,λ,ε + ̺3γ,λ,ε,κ] = 0,

where we used the lemmata 4.5, 4.6 and 4.7 in order to conclude the last inequality for the desired upper bound.
�

Corollary 2.13 (Comparison Principle for HJB operators). Suppose that G is a Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman oper-

ator as described in Definition 2.8 that satisfies Assumption 2.10 with p ≥ 1 and T > 0. If u ∈ USCp([0, T ]×R
d),

resp. ū ∈ LSCp([0, T ] ×R
d), is a viscosity subsolution, resp. supersolution, in (0, T ) × R

d of

∂tu(t, x) +G
(
t, x, u(t, x),Du(t, x),D2u(t, x), u(t, ·)

)
= 0

such that u(0, ·), ū(0, ·) are continuous with u(0, x) ≤ ū(0, x) for every x ∈ R
d, then

u(t, x) ≤ ū(t, x) for every (t, x) ∈ (0, T )× R
d.

Proof. This is immediate in view of Proposition 2.12 and Corollary 2.6. �

9X and Y depend on (δ, γ, λ, ε).
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2.3. Remarks on the assumptions and on possible relaxations. We devote this subsection to comments on
the imposed framework of Section 2.2.

We start with a comparison between the framework imposed in the current work and that of Hollender [13],
which -to the best of the authors’ knowledge- provides the most general result in the literature. The Condi-
tions (B1) and (B2) are identical to Hollender [13, Remark 2.28, (B1)-(B2)]. Also, for the families (bα)α∈A and
(σα)α∈A the Condition (B3) are identical to [13, Remark 2.28, (B3)]. The family (fα)α∈A in the current work
incorporates the families (fα)α∈A and (cα)α∈A of [13]. Moreover, Conditions (B4) is a genuine generalization
of [13, Remark 2.28, (B3) and (B5)]. Indeed, in the current work the family (fα)α∈A is allowed to be locally
uniformly equicontinuous in the first and second spatial variables as described by the family of moduli of con-
tinuity (ω

R
)R≥0 and (ω̃

K
)K≥0, see (B4).(i) and compare with Hollender [13, Remark 2.28, (B3)] in conjunction

with the linearity with respect to the second spatial derivative, and monotone in the second spatial variable, see
(B4).(ii) and compare with Hollender [13, Remark 2.28, (B5)] in conjunction with the linearity with respect to
the second spatial derivative. Additionally, in the current work the family (fα)α∈A allows for dependence on
additional spatial variables. In the current work the family of jump-height coefficients (jα)α∈A when p ≥ 2
satisfies the exact same conditions as those imposed in [13], see (B5).(i)-(ii) and compare with [13, Remark
2.28, (B3)- (B4)]. When 1 ≤ p < 2 it was required to strengthen the behaviour of the jump-height coefficients
as described in (B5).(iii). This seems to be unavoidable once we require the family of measures to respect an
integrability of p−polynomial order, as the computations showcased in Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3. A careful
inspection of the proof of Hollender [13, Proposition 2.33] will convince the reader that an analogous to (B5).(iii)
condition would be required, hadn’t been assumed that q ≥ 2 in [13].

We devote a separate paragraph for the Condition (B6). Regarding its part (i), it cannot be assumed any
dependence on a spatial variable of its upper bound since this would lead to a higher than p−order polynomial
behaviour; e.g., see examine the derivation of (4.41). Regarding its part (ii), the condition supα ‖ℓα‖∞ <∞ may
be relaxed as soon as the growth conditions in (B5) are described in terms of a q−polynomial growth, for q < p

and the sub-/ super- solutions are of q−polynomial growth as well. Regarding its part (iv), the condition on the
behaviour in B[0, 1] is only imposed in order to have the second order term |z|2 appearing in a neighbourhood
of the origin, see after (4.39). This condition can be relaxed, say to |δα(t, x, z) − δα(t, x

′, z)| ≤ C|x − x′| ×
ℓ2α(z) for z ∈ B[0, 1], either when the family (mα)α∈A has a singularity of the first order around at the origin,
or the sub- super- solutions are locally Lipschitz, see also Barles et al. [3, Remark 3.9] for a simpler case. We
underline that the property of being locally Lipschitz is bequeathed to the (spatial) supremal convolutions, hence
we can use this remark in our results too.

Before we proceed let us remark that the restriction p ≥ 1 required in Definition 2.8 is because of the addition
(compared to the classical case) of the compensation term Dφ(x)T jα(t, x, z) in the segment Îα. We can drop
this restriction on p either by dropping the compensation term or by retaining it but imposing stronger conditions
on the growth of the jump-height coefficients for z ∈ B[0, 1]c. In the former case, it is easily verified that all the
stated results remain true. This is indeed true, because of the construction of the Υ function which still possesses
the desired properties when p ∈ (0, 1); see Lemma 3.6. In the latter case, a growth condition of the form
supα∈A |jα(t, x, z)| ≤ C(1 + |x|)|z|p, for z ∈ B[0, 1]c, and allowing (B5).(iii) to further hold for p ∈ (0, 1),
complies with the integrability properties of the measures; see the last part of the proof of Lemma 4.7.

We have not dealt with the case p = 0. On the one hand, if the family of the measures satisfies (B1)-(B2) for
some p > 0, then one can readily adapt and combine the arguments presented in the current work and in the
proof of Hollender [13, Proposition 2.33] for the case p = 0, see at the end of page 130 of [13]. On the other
hand, it seems plausible to drop the assumption (B2) on integrals over {z : |z| > R}, for R → ∞, by adapting
and combining the arguments presented in Barles and Imbert [2] and Hollender [13, Chapter 1].

In this paragraph we will comment on the nature of the conditions and how these are related to the respective
conditions imposed on (decoupled Forward) Backward Stochastic Differential Equations, hereinafter (F)BSDE.
The literature is indeed vast, so we will indicatively mention some results associated to (F)BSDE with jumps.
Let us start with the simplest case, i.e. when the set A is a singleton. Then, Barles et al. [3, Theorem 3.5]
is a special case of Corollary 2.6 as regards the uniqueness of the solution; one may take into account the
comments we provided for the case p > 0 which corresponds to the semimartingale case. Indeed, one can
verify that the conditions imposed in [3] are all incorporated in the framework of the current work. Possibly,
one should comment on how to derive the monotonicity condition (B4).(ii) from the uniform Lipschitz condition
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of f as assumed in [3, Theorem 2.1, (A.1.ii)]. But, to this end, a well-known manoeuvre in the BSDE theory
is to apply Itô’s formula with the help of an exponential (in time) function; e.g., see the comments after Kruse
and Popier [19, Condition (H3), p. 7]. Let us remain in Kruse and Popier [19, 20] and examine whether our
framework can be embedded in [20]. We consider an f satisfying Item (B4). Due to the dependence of f on
K assumed in Definition 2.8, it can be proven that the [20, Condition (H3), on p. 6] is satisfied. Also, let us
assume that the integer-valued measure associates to an α−stable Lévy process with index α ∈ (1, 2), this is a
case which is treated in [20], see end of page 5. As it is well-known, e.g., see Sato [35, Proposition 14.5], the
integrability condition (B1) is satisfied for p = 1 and trivially (as A is singleton) the integrability condition (B2).
Therefore, we may use the associated Lévy martingale. All the above lead us to the following two observations.
Firstly, this is a case which cannot be treated by Hollender [13]. Secondly, given Corollary 2.6, the associated
integral equation has at most one solution. So, if the BSDE solution given by Kruse and Popier [20, Theorem 2]
determines a solution of the integral equation, then this is unique. For the case the set A is not a singleton, one
may address Kazi-Tani et al. [17, Section 5]. It is relatively easy to verify that the nonlinearity of an HJB operator
G as described in Definition 2.8 and Assumption 2.10 satisfies [17, Assumption 5.1 (ii)-(iv)], while it satisfies
a weaker assumption compared to [17, Assumption 5.1 (v)]. Since the existence result in general requires a less
stringent framework, one should complement it with the additional properties assumed in the current work in
order to arrive at the uniqueness. Finally, we have not dealt with the case of coupled FBSDEs and we have left it
for the future in order to curb the technicalities to the decoupled case.

3. YOUNG FUNCTIONS

We present the results associated to Young functions that are going to play a crucial role in the current work.
For more details on properties of (moderate) Young functions and its conjugates, the interested reader may
consult Dellacherie and Meyer [9], He, Wang, and Yan [12], Hudzik and Maligranda [15], Krasnosel’skii and
Rutickii [18], Long [21], Rao and Ren [33]. In the following, we will choose from the aforementioned references
the results which are most conveniently stated for our needsand we will use them to prove that the constructions
in Lemma 3.6 satisfy the desired properties.

Definition 3.1. A function Υ : R+ → R+ will be called Young if it is non-decreasing, convex and satisfies

Υ(0) = 0 and lim
x→∞

Υ(x)

x
= ∞.

Moreover, the non-negative, non-decreasing and right-continuous function υ : R+ → R+ for which

Υ(x) =

∫

[0,x]
υ(z) dz

will be called the right derivative of Υ.

The existence and the properties of the right derivative of Υ are well-known results of convex analysis, e.g.

see Rockafellar [34, Theorem 23.1, Theorem 24.1, Theorem 24.2, Corollary 24.2.1].

Definition 3.2. To a Young function Υ with right derivative υ we associate the constant

sc
Υ
:= sup

x>0

xυ(x)

Υ(x)
.

A Young function Υ is said to be moderate (or of moderate growth) if sc
Υ
< +∞.

Remark 3.3. For every Young function Υ, one can easily derive that sc
Υ
≥ 1.

The following characterization of moderate Young functions will be useful in the computations that arise at
many proofs of the current work.

Lemma 3.4. Let Υ be a Young function. Then

(i) Υ is a moderate Young function if and only if Υ(λx) ≤ λsc
ΥΥ(x) for every x > 0 and for every λ > 1.

(ii) Υ is a moderate Young function if and only if there exists C2 > 0 such that Υ(2x) ≤ C2Υ(x) for every

x > 0.

Proof. (i) See [21, Theorem 3.1.1 (c)-(d)].
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(ii) In view of (i) it is only left to prove that assuming that there exists C2 > 0 such that Υ(2x) ≤ C2Υ(x) for
every x > 0, then Υ is moderate. For this see He et al. [12, Definition 10.32, Lemma 10.33.2)]. �

The notion of uniform integrability of random variables has long been understood to be connected with the
existence of a Young function, a result known as the “de La Vallée Poussin Theorem”. In Meyer [22], the author
proved that the Young function may have additional desired properties, i.e., being moderate such that the new
family of random variables becomes uniformly integrable. Following analogous arguments we can derive the
existence of a moderate Young function associated to a set of measures that uniformly integrate a function at
infinity in the sense of (B2). In the framework of viscosity solutions and recalling the comments presented after
Definition 2.4, we are interested in deriving a moderate Young function which is twice continuously differentiable
and behaves “nicely” at the origin and at infinity. The following constructions show how one can obtain a Young
function with all the desired properties.

For notational simplicity, in the following results we do not denote the dependence of the Young function on
the family (mα)α∈A and on p > 0. Also, in order to ease the presentation, the lengthy proofs of the following
results have been relegated to Section 5.

Proposition 3.5. Let {mα}α∈A be a family of measures on (Rd,B(Rd)) such that for some p > 0

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≥1}
|z|pmα(dz) < +∞.

Then,

lim
R→∞

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R}
|z|pmα(dz) = 0

if and only if there exists a Young function Υ such that

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≥1}
Υ(|z|p)mα(dz) < +∞.

Lemma 3.6. Let {mα}α∈A be a family of measures on (Rd,B(Rd)) such that for some p > 0

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≥1}
|z|pmα(dz) < +∞

with

lim
R→∞

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R}
|z|pmα(dz) = 0.

Then, the Young function Υ associated to the family of measures from Proposition 3.5 can be chosen to addition-

ally have the following properties:

(i) Υ is moderate and twice continuously differentiable on (0,+∞).
(ii) Its second derivative, denoted by Υ′′, is positive, bounded and finally non-increasing. Moreover, there exists

CΥ,p > 0 such that

0 < xΥ′′(x) ≤ CΥ,p, for every x > 0. (3.1)

(iii) Υ is finally submultiplicative, i.e., there exists KΥ,p > 0 such that

Υ(xy) ≤ KΥ,pΥ(x)Υ(y) for every x, y ≥ 1.

(iv) For p ∈ (0, 2) it can additionally hold

lim
x↓0

Υ′(xp)xp−2 = lim
x↓0

Υ′′(xp)x2p−2 = 0. (3.2)

(v) For p ∈ [1, 2) it can additionally hold that the function (0,+∞) ∋ x 7−→ Υ′(xp)xp−2 ∈ (0,∞) is finally

decreasing, i.e., there exists R > 1 such that (R,∞) ∋ x 7−→ Υ′(xp)xp−2 is decreasing.

(vi) For p ∈ (0, 1) it can additionally hold that the function (0,+∞) ∋ x 7−→ Υ′(xp)xp−1 ∈ (0,∞) is finally

decreasing, i.e., there exists R > 1 such that (R,∞) ∋ x 7−→ Υ′(xp)xp−1 is decreasing.
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Remark 3.7. In the literature related to convex functions and Orlicz spaces, a Young function satisfies the

∆2−condition if it is (finally) moderate, i.e., there exist x0, R > 0 such that

Υ(2x) ≤ RΥ(x), for x ≥ x0.

Additionally, a Young function is said to satisfy the ∆′−condition if it satisfies a (finally) submultiplicative

property as in Lemma 3.6.(iii); see Krasnosel’skii and Rutickii [18, Chapter I, Section 5]. It is interesting to note

that if a Young function satisfies the ∆′−condition, then it also satisfies the ∆2−condition; see [18, Chapter I,

Lemma 5.1, p.30]. In our case, i.e., the Young function of Lemma 3.6, we have that the ∆2−condition is satisfied

for every x > 0.

Corollary 3.8. Let p > 0 and Υ be the Young function determined by Lemma 3.6. Then, Υ is subadditive, i.e.,
there exists CΥ > 0 such that

Υ(s+ t) ≤ CΥ[Υ(s) + Υ(t)], for all s, t > 0.

Additionally, it satisfies the following inequalities

Υ′(wp)wp−k ≤ CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(wp)w−k

1[1,∞)(w)
]

for w > 0 and for k ∈ {1, 2} (3.3)

as well as

Υ′′(wp)w2p−2 ≤ CΥ,p

[
1 + wp−2

1[1,∞)(w)
]

for w > 0. (3.4)

Proof. The subadditivity is a direct consequence of the convexity and the moderate property of Υ. Indeed, let
s, t > 0, then

Υ(s+ t) ≤ 2sc
Υ
−1[Υ(s) + Υ(t)].

Let, now, p > 0 and w > 0. We proceed to prove (3.3). We treat initially the case k = 2. Since

lim
w↓0

Υ′(wp)wp−2 = 010

and the function (0,∞) ∋ w 7−→ Υ′(wp)wp−2 is continuous, then there exists CΥ,p such that

sup
w∈(0,1]

Υ′(wp)wp−2 ≤ CΥ,p.

For w > 1, we have by Υ being moderate that Υ′(wp)wp−2 ≤ scΥΥ(wp)w−2. Hence, Inequality (3.3) is true for
k = 2 for the maximum of the constants derived in the two just presented cases. The case k = 1 can be easily
proven in view of the arguments presented in the case k = 2. Indeed,

lim
w↓0

Υ′(wp)wp−1 = 011

and we proceed analogously.
Let, now, p > 0 and w > 0. We argue now about the validity of (3.4). In view of (3.1) and of

lim
w↓0

Υ′′(wp)w2p−2 = 0, 12

we may follow the arguments used for (3.3). �

At some points in the course of the computations, instead of the inequalities (3.3) and (3.4), it will more
convenient to use the simpler bounds presented below.

Corollary 3.9. Let Υ be the Young function determined by Lemma 3.6. Then,

(i) For p ∈ [1, 2), the function (0,∞) ∋ x 7−→ Υ′(xp)xp−2 ∈ (0,∞) is bounded by a constant CΥ,p > 0.

(ii) For p ∈ (0, 1), the function (0,∞) ∋ x 7−→ Υ′(xp)xp−1 ∈ (0,∞) is bounded by a constant CΥ,p > 0.

(iii) For p ∈ (0, 2), the function (0,∞) ∋ x 7−→ Υ′′(xp)x2p−2 ∈ (0,∞) is bounded by a constant CΥ,p > 0.

10If p ∈ (0, 2) we make use of (3.2).
11If p ∈ (0, 1) we make use of (3.2).
12If p ∈ (0, 1) we make use of (3.2)
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Proof. The properties are immediate in view of the continuity of Υ′, Υ′′ and of the functions (0,∞) ∋ x 7−→
xp ∈ (0,∞), (0,∞) ∋ x 7−→ xp−2 ∈ (0,∞), (0,∞) ∋ x 7−→ xp−1 ∈ (0,∞), (0,∞) ∋ x 7−→ x2p−2 ∈ (0,∞)
in conjunction with the properties presented in (ii), (iv)-(vi) of Lemma 3.6. �

Corollary 3.10. Let {mα}α∈A be a family of finite measures on (Rd,B(Rd)) such that for some p > 0

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≥1}
|z|pmα(dz) < +∞,

with

lim
R→∞

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R}
|z|pmα(dz) = 0. (3.5)

Then, the Young function Υ associated to the family of measures from Lemma 3.6 can be chosen to additionally

satisfy

lim
R→∞

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R}
Υ(|z|p)mα(dz) = 0.

In other words, there exists a Young function Ψ such that

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≥1}
Ψ(Υ(|z|p))mα(dz) < +∞.

4. PROOFS OF THE RESULTS PRESENTED IN SECTION 2.

4.1. Proof of Theorem 2.5. The complete proof will be presented for two reasons. It is not only for the conve-
nience of the unfamiliar reader that we provide the complete proof, but also because of the fact that some results
proven therein play a crucial role in the arguments used in the proof of other lemmata.

The structure of the proof closely follows that of the proof of Hollender [13, Theorem 2.22]. The first steps
will be preparatory and in the last step we will prove the contradiction under the hypothesis that the conclusion
of the theorem is not true. The crucial difference is that instead of a superquadratic power function, a Young
function is used. However, given that, for any p > 0, the function R

d ∋ x 7−→ Υ(|x|p) ∈ [0,∞) finally
dominates Rd ∋ x 7−→ |x|p ∈ [0,∞), the arguments presented in [13, Theorem 2.22] can be applied verbatim.

Proof of Theorem 2.5. We use the notation introduced in Assumption 2.2 and Definition 2.4. We will denote by
B[x, r] the closed ball of radius r > 0 centred at x; the dimension of the Euclidean space, in which the ball is
considered, will be clear from the context. For the convenience of the reader, we remind that the penalization
function is defined as follows:

φλδ,γ(t, x) :=
δ

T − t
+ λ

k∑

j=2

j−1∑

i=1

|xi − xj|
2 + γeµt

k∑

i=1

Υ(|xi|
p) (4.1)

for (t, x) = (t, x1, . . . , xd) ∈ [0, T ) × R
kd and uεi is the spatial supremal convolution of ui, for i ∈ {1, . . . , k}

and ε > 0. For the spatial supremal convolution we have used the function ϕp as described in Section 1.1, which
is of p−polynomial growth. The reader may have in mind that the parameters γ, δ, ε > 0 lie in a neighbourhood
of 0, while λ will become arbitrarily large.

We assume that the conclusion of the theorem does not hold, i.e.,

sup
(t,x)∈(0,T )×Rd

k∑

i=1

βiui(t, x) > 0.

Therefore, by the uppersemicontinuity there exists (t0, x0) ∈ (0, T ) ×R
d such that

m0 :=

k∑

i=1

βiui(t0, x0) > 0. (4.2)

At this point we choose the parameter µ so that µ ≥ C > 0, where C is the constant appearing in (2.2), i.e., the
constant for which the conclusion of the regularity condition holds. Since we fixed µ, our previous remark that
we omit it from the notation on φλδ,γ is justified; see Footnote 2.
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• Step 1: In this step we will prove that for γ > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1], ε ∈ (0, ε0], where ε0 > 0, and for λ > 0, there
exist (t̄, x̄) =

(
t̄(δ, γ, λ, ε), x̄(δ, γ, λ, ε)

)
13 ∈ (0, T )× R

kd such that

sup
(t,x)∈(0,T )×Rkd

( k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t, xi)− φλγ,δ(t, x)

)
=

k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t̄, x̄i)− φλγ,δ(t̄, x̄) (4.3)

and

sup
λ>0

sup
ε∈(0,ε0]

k∑

i=1

|x̄i|
p < +∞. (4.4)

From Hollender [13, Remark 2.20] we know that the supremal convolutions and the functions they approximate
are finally of the same polynomial growth, i.e., there exists ε0 > 0 such that

max
i∈{1,...,k}

|uεi (t, x)| ≤ 2p+(p∨2)−1C(1 + |x|p),

for C > maxi∈{1,...,k} ‖ui‖p, (t, x) ∈ [0, T ) × R
d and ε ∈ (0, ε0]. Hence,

k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t, xi)− φλγ,δ(t, x) ≤ 2p+(p∨2)−1C

k∑

i=1

βi(1 + |xi|
p)− γeµt

k∑

i=1

Υ(|xi|
p),

for (t, x) = (t, x1, . . . , xk) ∈ [0, T ) × R
kd and ε ∈ (0, ε0]. The right-hand side of the last inequality tends to

−∞ as |x| → +∞, for every γ > 0, since

lim
y→+∞

Υ(y)

y
= +∞.

In other words, if γ > 0, then there exists Rγ > |(x0, x0, . . . , x0)| ≥ 0 such that

sup
(t,x)∈[0,T )×B[0,Rγ ]c

( k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t, xi)− φλγ,δ(t, x)

)
≤

k∑

i=1

βiui(t0, x0)−
( 1

T − t0
+ γeµt0kΥ(|x0|

p)
)

≤
k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t0, x0)− φλγ,δ

(
t0, (x0, . . . , x0)

)
,

for δ ∈ (0, 1], ε ∈ (0, ε0], λ > 0 and t0, x0 as assumed in (4.2). In the second inequality we used the decreasing,
pointwise approximation of an upper-semicontinuous function from its supremal convolution; see [13, Lemma
1.12].

We want to extract an analogous bound for values of t close to T and for x ∈ B[0, Rγ ], for γ > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1],
ε ∈ (0, ε0] and λ > 0. The first observation is that the functions

∑k
i=1 βiu

ε
i , (t, x) 7→ λ

∑k
j=2

∑j−1
i=1 |xi − xj|

2

and (t, x) 7→ γeµt
∑k

i=1Υ(|xi|
p) remain upper bounded on [0, T ] ×B[0, Rγ ], as upper semicontinuous defined

on a compact set. The second observation is that the function (0, T ) ∋ t 7→ 1
T−t

becomes arbitrarily large as
t ↑ T . Hence, for every γ > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1], there exists Tγ,δ ∈ (t0, T ) such that

Tγ,δ > (1− δ)T + δt0 ⇔ −
δ

T − Tγ,δ
< −

1

T − t0
.

The reader may recall, see [13, Lemma 1.12], that the supremal convolutions decreasingly converge to the func-
tion of interest. Consequently, we can choose Tγ,δ ∈ (t0, T ) such that

sup
ε∈(0,ε0]

{
sup

(t,x)∈[t0,T ]×B[0,Rγ ]

{ k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t, x)− eµt0

k∑

i=1

Υ(|xi|
p)
}

−
( k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t0, (x0, . . . , x0))− eµt0kΥ(|x0|

p)
)}

13For notational convenience, we will omit the dependence on δ, γ, λ and ε whenever no confusion may arise.
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≤
δ

T − Tγ,δ
−

1

T − t0
.

In other words, for every γ > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1], there exists Tγ,δ ∈ (t0, T ) such that

sup
(t,x)∈[Tγ,δ ,T )×B[0,Rγ ]

( k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t, xi)− φλγ,δ(t, x)

)
≤

k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t0, x0)− φλγ,δ

(
t0, (x0, . . . , x0)

)
,

for every λ > 0 and ε ∈ (0, ε0].
The two previous bounds allow us to arrive to the desired conclusion, i.e., for every γ > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1],

ε ∈ (0, ε0] and λ > 0

sup
(t,x)∈[0,T )×Rkd

( k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t, xi)− φλγ,δ(t, x)

)
= sup

(t,x)∈[0,Tγ,δ ]×B[0,Rγ ]

( k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t, xi)− φλγ,δ(t, x)

)

=

k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t̄, x̄i)− φλγ,δ(t̄, x̄), (4.3)

for some (t̄, x̄) =
(
t̄(δ, γ, λ, ε), x̄(δ, γ, λ, ε)

)
∈ [0, Tγ,δ ] × B[0, Rγ ], where we used the compactness of the set

[0, Tγ,δ ]×B[0, Rγ ] and the upper semicontinuity of the function whose supremum is evaluated. In particular, for
every γ > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1]

sup
λ>0

sup
ε∈(0,ε0]

k∑

i=1

|x̄i|
p < +∞. (4.4)

• Step 2: In this step we will prove that, for every γ > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1]

lim inf
λ→+∞

lim inf
ε↓0

λ

k∑

j=2

j−1∑

i=1

|x̄i − x̄j |
2 = lim sup

λ→+∞
lim sup

ε↓0
λ

k∑

j=2

j−1∑

i=1

|x̄i − x̄j|
2 = 0.14 (4.5)

For every γ > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1], the sets [0, Tγ,δ ] × B[0, Rγ ] ⊂ [0, T ) × R
kd are compact. We will initially

consider the family of points {(t̄, x̄) : ε ∈ (0, ε0]}, i.e., we consider the parameter ε free in (0, ε0], while the rest
parameters γ, δ and λ are assumed arbitrarily fixed. Let (t̂, x̂) =

(
t̂(δ, γ, λ), x̂(δ, γ, λ)

)
be a limit point of the

aforementioned family, i.e.,

∃(εn(δ, γ, λ))n∈N ⊂ (0, ε0] with lim
n→+∞

εn(δ, γ, λ) = 0 such that

(t̂, x̂) = (t̂(δ, γ, λ), x̂(δ, γ, λ)) := lim
n→+∞

(
t̄(δ, γ, λ, εn), x̄(δ, γ, λ, εn)

)
∈ [0, Tγ,δ ]×B[0, Rγ ].

The upper semicontinuity of the spatial supremal convolution uεi ,15 for i = 1, . . . , k, and the continuity of φλγ,δ
on [0, Tγ,δ ]×B[0, Rγ ] imply

k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t̂, x̂i)− φλγ,δ(t̂, x̂)

≥ lim sup
n→+∞

( k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t̄(δ, γ, λ, εn), x̄i(δ, γ, λ, εn))− φλγ,δ(t̄(δ, γ, λ, εn), x̄(δ, γ, λ, εn))

)

≥ lim sup
n→+∞

( k∑

i=1

βiu
εn
i (t̄(δ, γ, λ, εn), x̄i(δ, γ, λ, εn))− φλγ,δ(t̄(δ, γ, λ, εn), x̄(δ, γ, λ, εn))

)
, (4.6)

14The left limit is sufficient for the rest of the proof of Theorem 2.5. The right limit will be used in the proof of Proposition 2.12. So,
we also mention it here in order to avoid later the repetition of the arguments.

15This property is bequeathed to the spatial supremal convolution because of the upper semicontinuity of ui and the continuity of ϕp.
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for every γ, λ > 0, ε ∈ (0, ε0] and δ ∈ (0, 1]. In the second inequality we have used the monotonicity of
(0, ε0] ∋ ε 7→ uεi (t, x), for every (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R

d.16 Inequality (4.6) is the first piece of information we
needed in order to accomplish our aim.

The second piece of information will be extracted from (4.3), since we have for (t̄(δ, γ, λ, εn), x̄(δ, γ, λ, εn))n∈N
k∑

i=1

βiu
εn
i

(
t̄(δ, γ, λ, εn), x̄i(δ, γ, λ, εn)

)
− φλγ,δ

(
t̄(δ, γ, λ, εn), x̄(δ, γ, λ, εn)

)

= sup
(t,x)∈[0,T )×Rkd

( k∑

i=1

βiu
εn
i (t, xi)− φλγ,δ(t, x)

)
(4.7)

≥
k∑

i=1

βiu
εn
i

(
t̂(δ, γ, λ), x̂i(δ, γ, λ)

)
− φλγ,δ

(
t̂(δ, γ, λ), x̂(δ, γ, λ)

)
, (4.8)

for every n ∈ N, γ, λ > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1].
Fitting together the two pieces of information and omitting the dependencies for the sake of a readable nota-

tion, one deduces
k∑

i=1

βiui
(
t̂, x̂i

)
− φλγ,δ

(
t̂, x̂

) (4.6)
=

(4.8)
lim

n→+∞

( k∑

i=1

βiu
εn
i

(
t̄, x̄

)
− φλγ,δ

(
t̄, x̄

)) (4.7)
≥

k∑

i=1

βiui
(
t, x

)
− φλγ,δ

(
t, x

)
,

for (t, x) ∈ [0, T ) × R
kd, i.e., the supremum is attained at the point (t̂(δ, γ, λ), x̂(δ, γ, λ)), for every δ ∈ (0, 1]

and γ, λ > 0. This property trivially verifies the requirements of Hollender [13, Corollary 2.17]17 for the upper
semicontinuous function

[0, T )× R
kd ∋ (t, x) 7−→

k∑

i=1

βiui(t, xi)−
( δ

T − t
+ γeµt

k∑

i=1

Υ(|xi|
p)
)
.

Consequently, we are eligible to apply the aforementioned corollary and make use of the limit

lim
λ→+∞

λ

k∑

j=2

j−1∑

i=1

|x̂i(δ, γ, λ) − x̂j(δ, γ, λ)|
2 = 0, (4.9)

for every δ ∈ (0, 1] and γ > 0.
We can conclude the validity of (4.5) because all the above hold for the arbitrary limit point of the family

{(t̄, x̄) : ε ∈ (0, ε0]}. Let us consider the case with the limit suprema; the case with the limit infima is proven
analogously. By definition of the limit supremum, there exists (εn)n∈N such that

lim sup
ε↓0

k∑

j=2

j−1∑

i=1

|x̄i(δ, γ, λ, ε) − x̄j(δ, γ, λ, ε)|
2 = lim

n→∞

k∑

j=2

j−1∑

i=1

|x̄i(δ, γ, λ, εn)− x̄j(δ, γ, λ, εn)|
2

= lim
m→∞

k∑

j=2

j−1∑

i=1

|x̄i(δ, γ, λ, εnm )− x̄j(δ, γ, λ, εnm)|2,

where we have passed (possibly successively, at most k−many times) to a subsequence (εnm)n∈N so that

lim
n→+∞

x̄i(δ, γ, λ, εnm ) = x̂i(δ, γ, λ), for i = 1, . . . , k,

for δ ∈ (0, 1], γ, λ > 0, for some
(
x̂i(δ, γ, λ)

)
i=1,...,k

. This is possible since for δ ∈ (0, 1], γ > 0 all the
aforementioned points lie in the compact set B[0, Rγ ]. In other words,

0 ≤ lim sup
λ→+∞

lim sup
ε↓0

(
λ

k∑

j=2

j−1∑

i=1

|x̄i(δ, γ, λ, ε) − x̄j(δ, γ, λ, ε)|
2
)

16See Hollender [13, Lemma 1.12, Remark 2.20].
17This is actually Crandall et al. [8, Lemma 3.1].
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= lim sup
λ→+∞

lim
m→+∞

(
λ

k∑

j=2

j−1∑

i=1

|x̄i(δ, γ, λ, εnm )− x̄j(δ, γ, λ, εnm)|2
)

= lim sup
λ→+∞

(
λ

k∑

j=2

j−1∑

i=1

|x̂i(δ, γ, λ) − x̂j(δ, γ, λ)|
2
)

(4.9)
= 0.

• Step 3: In this step it will be proven that there exist δ0, γ0 > 0 such that for every δ ∈ (0, δ0] and γ ∈ (0, γ0] it
holds t̄ = t̄(δ, γ, λ, ε) > 0, for all but finitely many λ > 0 and ε ∈ (0, ε0].

Recall (4.2), i.e., there exists (t0, x0) ∈ (0, T ) ×R
d such that

m0 :=

k∑

i=1

βiui(t0, x0) > 0. (4.2)

Then, one immediately has that there exist δ0, γ0 > 0 such that for every δ ∈ (0, δ0], γ ∈ (0, γ0]

k∑

i=1

βiui(t0, x0)− φλδ,γ
(
t0, (x0, . . . , x0)

)
≥ m0 −

( δ

T − t0
+ γeµt0kΥ(|x0|

p)
)
≥
m0

2
> 0.

Then, for every δ ∈ (0, δ0], γ ∈ (0, γ0], λ > 0 and ε ∈ (0, ε0] we obtain
k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t̄, x̄i)− φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄) = sup

(t,x)∈[0,T )×Rkd

( k∑

i=1

βiu
ε
i (t, xi)− φλδ,γ(t, x)

)

≥
k∑

i=1

βiui(t0, x0)− φλδ,γ
(
t0, (x0, . . . , x0)

)
≥
m0

2
> 0, (4.10)

where in the first inequality we have used that the supremal convolutions monotonically approximate, from
above, the desired functions; see Hollender [13, Lemma 1.12].

We proceed by assuming that the statement of Step 3 is false, i.e., for some δ̃ ∈ (0, δ0] and γ̃ ∈ (0, γ0] there
exist (ε̃n)n∈N ⊂ (0, ε0] with limn→+∞ ε̃n = 0 and (λ̃n)n∈N ⊂ (0,+∞) with limn→+∞ λ̃n = +∞ such that

t̄ = t̄(δ̃, γ̃, λ̃n, ε̃n) = 0 for infinitely many n ∈ N.18 (4.11)

The pointwise, monotone convergence of the supremal convolutions allow for convergence in the supremum
norm whenever the approximated function is continuous and the domain of approximation is compact; recall
Dini’s theorem. Having assumed that ui(0, ·) is continuous, for i = 1, . . . , k, we have for

(t̄, x̄) =
(
t̄(δ̃, γ̃, λ̃n, ε̃n), x̄(δ̃, γ̃, λ̃n, ε̃n)

)
∈ [0, T

γ̃ ,δ̃
]×B[0, Rγ̃ ]

that there exists ñ0 = ñ0(γ̃) ∈ N such that
k∑

i=1

βiu
ε̃n
i (t̄, x̄i)−

k∑

i=1

βiui(t̄, x̄i) ≤
k∑

i=1

βi sup
{x∈Rkd:|x|≤Rγ̃}

(
uε̃ni (0, x) − ui(0, x)

)
≤
m0

4
, for n ≥ ñ0.

In particular, rearranging the terms of the above inequality
k∑

i=1

βiui(t̄, x̄i) ≥
k∑

i=1

βiu
ε̃n
i (t̄, x̄i)−

m0

4

≥
( k∑

i=1

βiu
ε̃n
i (t̄, x̄i)− φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄)

)
−
m0

4

(4.10)
≥

m0

4
> 0, for n ≥ ñ0. (4.12)

From Step 2 and the compactness of the set [0, T
γ̃ ,δ̃

] × B[0, Rγ̃ ] ⊂ [0, T ) × R
kd we further deduce that there

exist subsequences (ε̃nm)m∈N and (λ̃nm)m∈N such that

(0, x̂) = (0, x̂(δ̃, γ̃)) := lim
m→+∞

(
t̄(δ̃, γ̃, λ̃nm , ε̃nm), x̄(δ̃, γ̃, λ̃nm , ε̃nm)

)
,

18Without loss of generality, it may be assumed that every element is equal to zero.
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with x̂1 = . . . = x̂k. Finally, from the upper-semicontinuity we have

k∑

i=1

βiui(0, x̂1) =
k∑

i=1

βiui(0, x̂i) ≥ lim sup
n→∞

k∑

i=1

βiui(t̄, x̄i)
(4.12)
≥

m0

4
> 0,

which contradicts the assumption of the statement of the theorem, i.e.,
∑k

i=1 βiui(0, x) ≤ 0 for every x ∈ R
d.

The contradiction arose because of the hypothesis (4.11). Hence, this hypothesis has to be false and the statement
of Step 3 is indeed correct.
• Step 4: In this step we will use the information extracted in the previous steps, so that we can prove the validity
of the theorem.

For every δ ∈ (0, δ0], γ ∈ (0, γ0], λ > 0 and ε ∈ (0, ε0], there exists (t̄, x̄) ∈ (0, T )×B[0, Rγ ] such that (4.3)
holds. The parabolic Maximum Principle for Generalized Operators, see Hollender [13, Corollary 2.19 applied
for γ = 1

2k ], in conjunction with [13, Remark 2.20] imply the existence of

bi = bi(δ, γ, λ, ε) ∈ R and Xi = Xi(δ, γ, λ, ε) ∈ S
d×d satisfying

k∑

i=1

βibi = ∂tφ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄)

and

diag
(
X1, . . . ,Xk

)
≤ 4λJk,d

+ Cγeµt̄diag
[
(Υ′′

(
|x̄1|

p)|x̄1|
2p−2 +Υ′(|x̄1|

p)|x̄1|
p−2

)
I, . . . ,

(
Υ′′(|x̄k|

p)|x̄k|
2p−2 +Υ′(|x̄k|

p)|x̄k|
p−2

)
I
]
,

such that the following inequalities hold in the ordinary sense19

bi +△ε
ϕ[G

κ
i ]
(
t̄, x̄i, u

ε
i (t̄, x̄i), pi,Xi, u

ε
i (t̄, ·), β

−1
i φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄1, . . . , x̄i−1, ·, x̄i+1, . . . , x̄k)

)
≤ 0

for i ∈ {1, . . . , k} and κ ∈ (0, 1), where pi = pi(δ, γ, λ, ε) := β−1Dxi
φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄) for i ∈ {1, . . . , k}.

We can now use the regularity condition for the β1, . . . , βk > 0 and the Young function Υ in order to derive
the inequality

δ

(T − t̄)2
+ µγeµt̄

k∑

i=1

Υ(|x̄i|
p) = ∂tφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄) =

k∑

i=1

βibi

≤ Cλ
∑

i<j

|x̄i − x̄j|
2 + Cγeµt̄

(
1 +

k∑

i=1

Υ(|x̄i|
p)
)
+ ̺γ,λ,ε,κ

The reader may recall that the parameter µ was chosen such that µ ≥ C, where C > 0 is the constant
appearing in the regularity condition; it may now be assumed µ = C > 0 without loss of generality. In total, one
derives

0 <
δ

T 2
<

δ

(T − t̄)2
≤ Cλ

∑

i<j

|x̄i − x̄j|
2 + Cγeµt̄ + ̺γ,λ,ε,κ

for δ ∈ (0, δ0], γ ∈ (0, γ0], λ > 0 and ε ∈ (0, ε0], which in turns leads to a contradiction once we observe that
(the order of the limits is crucial)

lim sup
γ↓0

lim sup
λ→+∞

lim sup
ε↓0

lim sup
κ↓0

{
λ
∑

i<j

|x̄i − x̄j|
2 + γeµt̄ + ̺γ,λ,ε,κ

}
= 0.

�

19Recall that ϕ denotes the quasidistance used in the convolution.
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4.2. Proof of Lemma 2.11.

Proof. Given the fact that the operator Gκ is described as the infimum over A of the family of operators
(Gκ

α)α∈A, we will examine each property initially for the operators Gκ
α, for each α ∈ A. In particular, for

the linear parts of the generator Gκ
α, i.e., Lα and Iκ

α, we will essentially follow Hollender [13, Lemma 2.32], but
with a minor difference in the segment Îα of the nonlocal part of the operator G. Recalling Remark 2.3.(i), we
only need to verify that the requirements of Assumption 2.2 are met for the nonlocal part Îα as well as for the
non-linearities fα, for every α ∈ A.

For the consistency requirement (A1), we have immediately that it is verified by the definition of the Hamilton–
Jacobi–Bellman operator G. For the degenerate ellipticity requirement (A2), we can follow exactly the same
arguments as in Hollender [13, Lemma 2.32] for the terms Lα,I

κ
α , since the presence of the equal terms

Dφ(t, x),Dψ(t, x) in the Îα segment of the nonlocal part is innocuous. Next, we need to verify that when-
ever u− v and φ− ψ have global maxima in (t, x), then

−fα(t, x, r, q
T σα(t, x),K

κ
α(t, x, u, φ)) ≥ −fα(t, x, r, q

T σα(t, x),K
κ
α(t, x, v, ψ)).

This is also immediately true in view of the definition of the operator Kκ
α and the monotonicity property (B4).

Indeed, since u− v and φ− ψ have global maxima in (t, x), then for every (t′, x′)

u(t′, x′)− u(t, x) ≤ v(t′, x′)− v(t, x) and φ(t′, x′)− φ(t, x) ≤ ψ(t′, x′)− ψ(t, x).

Consequently, since mα are (positive) measures and δα ≥ 0 (see (B6).(i)), we have by means of (B4).(ii)

fα
(
t, x, r, qTσα(t, x),K

κ
α(t, x, u, φ)

)
≤ fα

(
t, x, r, qT σα(t, x),K

κ
α(t, x, v, ψ)

)
,

for every (t, x, r, q) ∈ (0, T )× R
d × R× R

d.
The translation invariance requirement (A3) is also met. Indeed, in the non-local operators appear differences

of the inputs, hence the constant vanishes, and the derivative of a constant also vanishes. We bounce to the
monotonicity requirement (A5), which is by definition met. Indeed, our claim is verified by the monotonicity
assumption (B4) in conjunction with the fact that the dependence in the third variable of the operator Gκ comes
into play only through the non-linearities (fα)α∈A.

The continuity requirement (A4) is slightly involved. Therefore, we will provide all the details for the segment
Îα of the nonlocal part Iκ

α, i.e., the term dealing with the “large jump” part which we have altered compared
to [13], as well as for the non-linearity fα. For the former, we essentially combine the arguments presented
in Hollender [13, Lemma 2.32, p.132] and which deal with the medium and the large jump terms. Analogous
arguments may be employed to prove the continuity of the part associated to the non-linearities (fα)α∈A. We
will work under the assumptions

• lim
n→+∞

(tn, xn, rn, qn) = (t, x, r, q),20

• lim
n→+∞

Dmφn = Dmφ locally uniformly for all m ∈ {0, 1, 2}21 and

• lim
n→+∞

un = u locally uniformly with u ∈ Cp([0, T ] × R
d) and supn∈N ‖un‖p < +∞.

� We initially provide some auxiliary remarks and estimations for the term Iκ
α:22

(i) In view of the growth condition (B5).(ii), the quantity supn∈N supα∈A |jα(tn, xn, z)| is finite on any com-
pact set {z : 1 < |z| < R}. Indeed, the sequence (xn)n∈N is bounded as convergent sequence and consequently

sup
n∈N

sup
α∈A

|jα(tn, xn, z)| ≤ C(1 + sup
n∈N

|xn|)R, for z s.t. |z| < R. (4.13)

(ii) We provide some auxiliary computations for the absolute difference of the integrands appearing in Îα:
∣∣(un(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z)) − un(tn, xn)−Dφn(tn, xn)

T jα(tn, xn, z)
)

−
(
u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(t, x)−Dφ(t, x)T jα(t, x, z)

)∣∣

20Since X does not appear in Îα and in fα, we omit it in order to lighten the notational burden.
21In order to unify the notation, we understand lim

n→+∞
D

0
φn = D

0
φ locally uniformly as lim

n→+∞
φn = φ locally uniformly.

22Some of them will become handy also for the case of the non-linearity fα.
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≤
∣∣u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − un(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))

∣∣ +
∣∣u(t, x)− un(tn, xn)

∣∣
+

∣∣Dφ(t, x)jα(t, x, z) −Dφn(tn, xn)jα(tn, xn, z)
∣∣

≤
∣∣u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))

∣∣ +
∣∣u(t, x)− u(tn, xn)

∣∣
+

∣∣u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z)) − un(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))
∣∣ +

∣∣u(tn, xn)− un(tn, xn)
∣∣

+
∣∣Dφ(t, x)

∣∣ · |jα(t, x, z) − jα(tn, xn, z)| +
∣∣Dφ(t, x)−Dφn(tn, xn)

∣∣ · |jα(tn, xn, z)|
(iii) For R > 1, we have on the set {z : |z| ≤ R}

sup
α∈A,|z|≤R

{∣∣u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z)) − un(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))
∣∣+

∣∣u(tn, xn)− un(tn, xn)
∣∣
}

≤ 2 sup
{∣∣u(tn, xn + ζ)− un(tn, xn + ζ)

∣∣ : for ζ s.t. |ζ| ≤ C(1 + sup
n∈N

|xn|)R
}

≤ 2‖(u − un)1K1‖∞
n→+∞
−−−−−→ 0, (4.14)

for K1 compact set such that

{(tn, xn + ζ) : for n, ζ s.t. n ∈ N and |ζ| ≤ C(1 + sup
n∈N

|xn|)R} ⊂ K1.

(iv) In view of the continuity condition (B5).(i), the quantity jα(tn, xn, z) is in the ball with centre jα(t, x, z)
and of radius |z|

(
ω(|t− tn|) + C|x− xn|

)
, i.e.,

jα(tn, xn, z) ∈ B
(
jα(t, x, z), |z|

(
ω(|t− tn|) + C|x− xn|

))
.

In the following we may increase, without harm, the constants C appearing in (B5) such that it is greater than or
equal to 1. For R > 1, we have on the set {z : |z| ≤ R}

sup
α∈A,|z|≤R

∣∣u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))
∣∣

≤ sup
{∣∣u(t, x+ ζ)− u

(
tn, xn + ζ + z(ω(|t− tn|) + C|x− xn|)

)∣∣ :

for ζ, z s.t. |ζ| ≤ C(1 + |x|)R and |z| ≤ R
}
=: L(iv)

n ,

for n ∈ N, where we used a notational simplification by using a constant C which takes into account the fact
that supn∈N |xn| ≤ C ′|x|, for some C ′ > 0. At this point, the following observations allow us to conclude the

convergence L(iv)
n

n→+∞
−−−−−→ 0. Initially,

lim
n→+∞

sup
|z|≤R

∣∣∣
(
tn, xn + ζ + z

(
ω(|t− tn|) + C|x− xn|

))
− (t, x+ ζ)

∣∣∣ = 0.

Hence, for every δ > 0 there exists n̂ = n̂(δ,R) ∈ N such that for n ≥ n̂
∣∣∣(t, x+ ζ)−

(
tn, xn + ζ + z

(
ω(|t− tn|) + C|x− xn|

))∣∣∣ < δ.

Additionally, there exists a compact K2 ⊂ (0, T )× R
d such that

{(
tn, xn + ζ + z(ω(|t− tn|) + C|x− xn|)

)
: for n, ζ, z s.t. n ∈ N, |ζ| ≤ C(1 + |x|)R and |z| ≤ R

}
⊂ K2.

Recalling that u is a continuous function, hence uniformly continuous on K2, allows us to deduce that for
every ε > 0 there exists δ = δ(ε) > 0 such that, for (s1, y1),(s2, y2) ∈ K2 if |(s1, y1) − (s2, y2)| < δ, then
|u(s1, y1)− u(s2, y2)| < ε. Combining all the above, we have on the set {z : |z| ≤ R} and for every ε > 0 that
there exists n̂ = n̂(δ(ε), R) ∈ N such that for n ≥ n̂

L(iv)
n

△
= sup

{∣∣u(t, x+ ζ)− u
(
tn, xn + ζ+|z|[ω(|t − tn|) + C|x− xn|]

)∣∣ :
for ζ, z s.t. |ζ| ≤ C(1 + |x|)R and |z| ≤ R

}
< ε.

In other words,

L(iv)
n

n→+∞
−−−−−→ 0. (4.15)
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(v) By definition of the ‖ · ‖p−norm, it is true that 23

|u(t, x)|+ sup
n∈N

|u(tn, xn)|+ sup
n∈N

|un(tn, xn)| ≤ C(‖u‖p + sup
n∈N

‖un‖p)(1 + sup
n∈N

|xn|
p)

as well as (using (B5).(ii))

sup
α∈A

(
|u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z))| + sup

n∈N

(
|u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))|

)
+ sup

n∈N

(
|un(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))|

))

≤ C(‖u‖p + sup
n∈N

‖un‖p)(1 + sup
n∈N

|xn|
p)(1 + |z|p) = L(1 + |z|p),

where

L := C(sup
n∈N

‖un‖p + ‖u‖p)(1 + sup
n∈N

|xn|
p) < +∞. (4.16)

In view of (B2), for every ε > 0 there exists R > 1 such that

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R}
1mα(dz) ≤ sup

α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R}
|z|pmα(dz) <

ε

8L
. (4.17)

After these preparatory results, we return to our aim, i.e., proving that

lim
n→+∞

sup
α∈A

∣∣Îα(tn, xn, un, φn)− Îα(t, x, u, φ)
∣∣ = 0.

To this end, let ε > 0 and consider the value R > 1 determined by (4.17). Then,

sup
α∈A

∣∣Îα(tn, xn, un, φn)− Îα(t, x, u, φ)
∣∣

(ii)
≤

(B5)
sup
α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|≤R}

∣∣u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))
∣∣ +

∣∣u(t, x)− u(tn, xn)
∣∣mα(dz)

+ sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R}

∣∣u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))
∣∣ +

∣∣u(t, x)− u(tn, xn)
∣∣mα(dz)

+ sup
α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|≤R}

∣∣u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z)) − un(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))
∣∣ +

∣∣u(tn, xn)− un(tn, xn)
∣∣mα(dz)

+ sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R}

∣∣u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))− un(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))
∣∣ +

∣∣u(tn, xn)− un(tn, xn)
∣∣mα(dz)

+
∣∣Dφ(t, x)

∣∣(ω(|t− tn|) + C|x− xn|
)
sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>1}
|z|mα(dz)

+
∣∣Dφ(t, x)−Dφn(tn, xn)

∣∣C(1 + sup
n∈N

|xn|) sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>1}
|z|mα(dz)

and let us fix an ε > 0. We will consider each summand of the right-hand side of the last inequality.

• For the first summand, we have

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|≤R}

∣∣u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))
∣∣ +

∣∣u(t, x) − u(tn, xn)
∣∣mα(dz)

(iv)
≤

(
L(iv)
n +

∣∣u(t, x)− u(tn, xn)|
)
sup
α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|≤R}
1mα(dz)

(4.15),(B1)
−−−−−−→
n→+∞

0,

where we also used continuity of u.
• The sum of the second and the fourth summands can finally be bounded by ε, in view of (4.17) and the

estimations in (v).

23The constants appearing below may change in value, but we keep the same symbol for the sake of simplicity.
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• For the third summand, we have

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|≤R}

∣∣u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z)) − un(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))
∣∣ +

∣∣u(tn, xn)− un(tn, xn)
∣∣mα(dz)

(4.14)
≤

(B1)
2‖(u− un)1K1‖∞ sup

α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|≤R}
1mα(dz)

n→+∞
−−−−−→ 0.

• For the fifth and sixth summand, in view of the assumption that p ≥ 1, (B1),(B5) and the locally uniform
convergence of (Dφn)n∈N, we can conclude that they both tend to zero.

In total, we have proven that

lim
n→+∞

sup
α∈A

∣∣Îα(tn, xn, un, φn)− Îα(t, x, u, φ)
∣∣ < ε.

Since ε was arbitrary, we have proven the validity of our claim.

� We deal now with the non-linearities (fα)α∈A. Let us also provide some auxiliary computations:

(vi) Let 0 < κ < 1 and z ∈ B[0, κ]. From the Mean Value Theorem we have

φ(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − φ(t, x) =

∫ 1

0
jα(t, x, z)

TDφ(t, x+ ξjα(t, x, z))dξ

and similarly for φn at the point (tn, xn), for n ∈ N. Using (4.13) for R = 1 and the locally uniform convergence
of (Dφn)n∈N to Dφ we have

|Dφn(tn, xn + ξjα(tn, xn, z)) −Dφ(tn, xn + ξjα(tn, xn, z))|

≤ sup
ζ≤C(1+supn∈N |xn|)

|Dφn(tn, xn + ζ)−Dφ(tn, xn + ζ)| ≤ sup
(s,y)∈K3

|Dφn(s, y)−Dφ(s, y)|
n→∞
−−−→ 0

for some compact K3 such that (tn, xn + ζ) ∈ K3, for every n ∈ N, (t, x+ ζ) ∈ K3 and ζ ∈ B[0, κ]. 24

(vii) Analogously to (iv), there exists compact K4
25 such that

{
(tn, xn + ζ + z

(
ω(|t− tn|) + C|x− xn|

)
: for n, ζ, z s.t. n ∈ N, |ζ| ≤ C(1 + |x|)κ and |z| ≤ κ

}
⊂ K4.

Then, Dφ is uniformly continuous on K4 and consequently (arguing completely analogously to (iv))

L(vii)
n := sup

α∈A,|z|≤κ

∣∣Dφ(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) −Dφ(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))
∣∣

≤ sup
{∣∣Dφ(t, x+ ζ)−Dφ

(
tn, xn + ζ + z(ω(|t− tn|) +C|x− xn|)

)∣∣ :
for ζ, z s.t. |ζ| ≤ C(1 + |x|)κ and |z| ≤ κ

} n→∞
−−−→ 0.

(viii) Let 0 < κ < 1. The quantity Bκ, defined below, is finite:

Bκ := sup
α∈A,n∈N

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
δα(tn, xn, z)|jα(tn, xn, z)|mα(dz) +

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
δα(t, x, z)|jα(t, x, z)|mα(dz)

≤ C(1 + |x|+ sup
n∈N

|xn|) sup
α∈A

{∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
ℓ2α(z)mα(dz) +

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
|z|2mα(dz)

}
<∞,

for some C > 0, and we used (B5).(ii), (B6).(i)-(ii) and (B1).
(ix) Let 0 < κ < 1. Using (B5) and (B6).(iii)

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
|δα(t, x, z)jα(t, x, z) − δα(tn, xn, z)jα(tn, xn, z)|mα(dz)

≤ sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
|δα(t, x, z)jα(t, x, z) − δα(tn, xn, z)jα(t, x, z)|mα(dz)

+ sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
|δα(tn, xn, z)jα(t, x, z) − δα(tn, xn, z)jα(tn, xn, z)|mα(dz)

24Comparing to K1 of (iii) we have K3 ⊂ K1.
25Comparing to K2 of (iv) we have K4 ⊂ K2.
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≤ ω(|t− tn|) + C|x− xn|)(1 + |x|+ sup
n∈N

|xn|)Cκ
n→+∞
−−−−−→ 0,

where Cκ is finite bound of Bκ extracted in (viii).
(x) Let 0 < κ < 1. Then, using (vi) - (ix) we have
∣∣∣Ǩκ

α(t, x, φ) − Ǩκ
α(tn, xn, φn)

∣∣∣

≤

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
δα(t, x, z)|jα(t, x, z)|

∫ 1

0
|Dφ(t, x+ ξjα(t, x, z) −Dφ(tn, xn + ξjα(tn, xn, z))|dξmα(dz)

+

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
|δα(t, x, z)jα(t, x, z) − δα(tn, xn, z)jα(tn, xn, z)|

∫ 1

0
|Dφ(tn, xn + ξjα(tn, xn, z))|dξmα(dz)

+

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
δα(tn, xn, z)|jα(tn, xn, z)|

∫ 1

0
|Dφ−Dφn|(tn, xn + ξjα(tn, xn, z))dξmα(dz)

≤ BκC
(
L(vii)
n + ω(|t− tn|) + C|x− xn|+ sup

(s,y)∈K3

|Dφn(s, y)−Dφ(s, y)|)
) n→+∞
−−−−−→ 0,

where Bκ was defined in (viii) and K3 was determined in (vi).
(xi) Let 0 < κ < 1 and p ∈ [1, 2). We have the following estimate for every n ∈ N and α ∈ A

∣∣[un(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))− un(tn, xn)
]
δα(tn, xn, z) −

[
u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(t, x)

]
δα(t, x, z)

∣∣

≤
∣∣[un(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z)) − un(tn, xn)

]
−

[
u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z)) − u(tn, xn)

]∣∣δα(tn, xn, z)
+

∣∣[u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))− u(tn, xn)
]
−

[
u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(t, x)

]∣∣δα(tn, xn, z)
+

∣∣[u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(t, x)
]
δα(tn, xn, z)−

[
u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(t, x)

]
δα(t, x, z)

∣∣.
Using the condition

M := sup
α∈A

‖ℓα‖∞ < +∞,

see (B6).(ii), we have

|K
κ
α(tn, xn, un)−K

κ
α(t, x, u)|

≤M

∫

{z:κ<|z|}

∣∣∣
[
un(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))− un(tn, xn)

]
−

[
u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z)) − u(tn, xn)

]∣∣∣mα(dz)

+M

∫

{z:κ<|z|}

∣∣∣
[
u(tn, xn + jα(tn, xn, z))− u(tn, xn)

]
−

[
u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(t, x)

]∣∣∣mα(dz)

+M (ω(|t− tn|) + C|x− xn|)

∫

{z:κ<|z|}

∣∣∣
[
u(t, x+ jα(t, x, z)) − u(t, x)

]∣∣∣mα(dz).

The right-hand side tends to 0 uniformly in α ∈ A in view of the information extracted in (i) - (v).26

After these preparatory results, we return to our aim, i.e., proving that

sup
α∈A

∣∣fα
(
tn, xn, rn, σ

T
α (tn, xn)qn,K

κ
α(tn, xn, φn, un)

)
− fα

(
t, x, r, σTα (t, x)q,K

κ
α(t, x, φ, u)

)∣∣ n→+∞
−−−−−→ 0.

In view of (B1), (B3), (B4).(i) and in conjunction with the boundedness of (xn)n∈N and (rn)n∈N, say R and K
the respective bounds, we have

sup
α∈A

∣∣fα
(
tn, xn, rn, σ

T
α (tn, xn)qn,K

κ
α(tn, xn, φn, un)

)
− fα

(
t, x, r, σTα (t, x)q,K

κ
α(t, x, φ, u)

)∣∣

≤ ω(|tn − t|) + ω
R

(
|xn − x|(1 + |σTα (tn, xn)qn| ∨ |σTα (t, x)q|)

)
+ ω̃

K
(|rn − r|)

+ C sup
α∈A

|σα(tn, xn)− σα(t, x)| · |qn|

26In (4.17), we need to incorporate in the denominator the quantity M , which can be done since M < +∞.
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+ C(sup
α∈A

|σα(t, x)| · |qn − q|+ sup
α∈A

∣∣Kκ
α(tn, xn, φn, un)−Kκ

α(t, x, φ, u)
∣∣)

(B1)
≤ ω(|tn − t|) + ω

R

(
Cx,q|xn − x|)

)
+ ω̃

K
(|rn − r|) + Cq sup

α∈A
|σα(tn, xn)− σα(t, x)|

+ Cσ,t,x,q|qn − q|+C sup
α∈A

∣∣Kκ
α(tn, xn, φn, un)−Kκ

α(t, x, φ, u)
∣∣.

Recalling the information extracted in (x) - (xi), each summand on the right-hand side of the inequality converges
to 0 as n→ +∞. �

4.3. Auxiliary lemmata for the proof of Proposition 2.12. In this section we adopt the notation introduced in
Proposition 2.12 as well as in the main body of its proof, see p. 13.

4.3.1. Preparatory remarks and lemmata. For the reader’s convenience, in this subsubsection we will recall and
present some facts, which appeared in the proof of Theorem 2.5, which are going to be helpful in the completion
of the proof. In this way, it will be always clearly justified the validity of the arguments used. It is underlined that
we are, indeed, eligible in using them because we work under the hypotheses of Definition 2.4, as we did in the
proof of Theorem 2.5. We underline that the results presented in this subsubsection hold for p > 0, i.e., not only
for p ≥ 1.

For ease of later reference, we collect some basic facts and properties in the next remark:

Remark 4.1. Following the notation introduced in the proof of Proposition 2.12:

(i) Since u,−v ∈ USCp([0, T ] × R
d), then for Cu,v := max{‖u‖p, ‖v‖p} ≥ 0 it is true that

|u(t, x)|, |v(t, x)| ≤ Cu,v(1 + |x|p) for (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× R
d.

Also, the reader may recall that for given p > 0, we have fixed the quasidistance ϕp (denoted simply by ϕ) to be

the smooth variant described in [13, Lemma 1.14], whose multiplier is ρ = 22(p∨2)−2. From [13, Lemma 1.12

(iii)], we may choose ε0 = ε0(p, u, v) such that

0 < ε0 ≤
1

2ρCu,v

and, among other properties, it is satisfied

‖uε‖p, ‖vε‖p ≤ ρCu,v, for ε ≤ ε0, (4.18)

where uε, resp. vε, is the spatial supremal, resp. infimal, convolution of u, resp. v.

Hereinafter, whenever we use ε0, it will be understood the value determined in [13, Lemma 1.12 (iii)] and

depends only on p,u and v.

(ii) The quasidistance ϕ is continuous and such that {z ∈ R
d : ϕ(z) ≤ c} is compact, for every c > 0; see

[13, Lemma 1.12, Lemma 1.14]. Hence, the set {x ∈ R
d : (α, x, y) ∈ Aε}, resp {y ∈ R

d : (α, x, y) ∈ Aε}, is a

compact neighborhood of x̄, resp. ȳ, for every ε ≥ 0; recall that the definition of Aε is given in (2.13).
(iii) Let us assume that we have fixed δ ∈ (0, δ0], for the δ0 > 0 described in Step 3 of the proof of Theorem 2.5.

Hereinafter, we will always assume the value of δ fixed and within the aforemenioned interval. Hence, we will

omit it from the notational dependence.

The family of points {x̄, ȳ : λ > 0, 0 < ε ≤ ε0} (for the ε0 > 0 described in (i)), lies in a closed ball

whose radius depends on γ; the reader may recall (4.4). Combined with the information in (ii), we can safely

assume that there exists a closed ball of radius R = R(γ) which contains {x ∈ R
d : (α, x, y) ∈ Aε} and

{y ∈ R
d : (α, x, y) ∈ Aε}, for every λ > 0 and 0 < ε ≤ ε0. Moreover, it is reminded that

lim sup
λ→+∞

lim sup
ε↓0

λ|x̄− ȳ|2 = 0, (4.5)

which implies

lim sup
λ→+∞

λ|x̂− ŷ|2 = 0, (4.19)

for the arbitrary limit point (t̂, x̂, ŷ) =
(
t̂(γ, λ), x̂(γ, λ), ŷ(γ, λ)

)
of (t̄(γ, λ, ε), x̄(γ, λ, ε), ȳ(γ, λ, ε))ε∈(0,ε0 ].
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(iv) The continuity of ϕ and the boundedness of {x̄, ȳ : 0 < ε ≤ ε0}, for fixed γ, λ > 0 (for the ε0 > 0 describe

in (i)), implies that {δ(x̄), δ(ȳ) : 0 < ε ≤ ε0} is also bounded. Hence, we can use that

lim
ε↓0

ε(δ(x̄) ∨ δ(ȳ)) = 0; (4.20)

for the definition of δ(·) recall (2.10).
(v) For (α, x, y) ∈ Aε, ε ∈ (0, ε0] it is true that

|x− x̄|
(1.2)
≤ 2(

p
2
∨1)−1ϕ(x− x̄)

1
2

(2.13)
≤ 2(

p
2
∨1)−1ε

1
2 δ(x̄)

1
2 ; (4.21)

for the definition of δ(·) recall (2.10). These further imply

lim
ε↓0

(x, y) = (x̄, ȳ) for (α, x, y) ∈ Aε. (4.22)

Additionally, we have the bound

|x− y| ≤ |x̄− ȳ|+ 2(
p
2
∨1)−1ε

1
2 (δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2 ), (4.23)

and, consequently,

lim sup
λ→∞

lim sup
ε↓0

|x− y|
(4.19)
= 0. (4.24)

Analogously, we can derive the same bounds for |y − ȳ| and limits superiora. Finally,

Υ(|x|p) ≤ CΥ,p

[
Υ(|x− x̄|p) + Υ(|x̄|p)

] (4.21)
≤ CΥ,p

[
Υ
(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)
+Υ(|x̄|p)

]
, (4.25)

using the subadditivity and the moderate growth of Υ; see Corollary 3.8 and Lemma 3.6.(i) in conjunction with

Lemma 3.4.

(vi) Let (t̂, x̂, ŷ) be a limit point of (t̄(γ, λ, ε), x̄(γ, λ, ε), ȳ(γ, λ, ε))ε∈(0,ε0] and denote by (εn)n∈N the associ-

ated sequence of indices. The reader may recall from Step 3 that t̂ ∈ (0, Tγ,δ ], for some Tγ,δ ∈ (0, T ), where

δ has already been assumed fixed. We also underline that the limit point and the sequence (εn)n∈N depends on

γ, λ. For notational simplicity we will denote only the dependence on ε. Our claim is that

sup
(α,x):(α,x,y)∈Aεn ,n∈N

|σα(t̄(εn), x)| ≤ Cγ <∞. (4.26)

Indeed, in view of (B3) one gets

sup
(α,x):(α,x,y)∈Aεn ,n∈N

|σα(t̄(εn), x)| ≤ sup
(α,x):(α,x,y)∈Aεn ,n∈N

{
|σα(t̄(εn), x̄(εn))|+ C|x− x̄(εn)|

}

(4.21)
≤ sup

n∈N

{
|σα(t̄(εn), x̄(εn))|+ C2(

p
2
∨1)−1ε

1
2
n δ(x̄(εn))

1
2
}
.

Now, we have in particular that the sequence (x̄(εn))n∈N lies within B[0, Rγ ], hence δ(x̄(εn)) is also bounded;

see (2.10). Let us consider the sequence of the first terms of the right-hand side of the last inequality:

sup
n∈N

∣∣σα
(
t̄(εn), x̄(εn)

)∣∣ (B3)
≤ ω(|t̄(εn)− t̂|) + C|x̄(εn)− x̂|+ sup

α∈A
|σα(t̂, x̂)|

(iii)
≤

(B1)
Cγ <∞;

we have argued above that (t̂, x̂) lies in the domain of σα for every α ∈ A. The combination of the above

inequalities proves the claim (4.26).

In the next lemmata we present the crucial estimates which are going to be used in the next subsubsections. We
present their proofs separately, so that the body of the proof of Proposition 2.12 remains as compact as possible.
For simplicity, we state the lemmata only for the points x, x̄. Obviously, the analogous results hold for the points
y, ȳ.

Given the preparation we have made in Section 3, the proofs of the next lemmata boil down to carefully
applying the properties of the Young function Υ.
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Lemma 4.2. Let p > 0, Υ be the Young function determined by Lemma 3.6 and (jα)α∈A be a family of jump-

height coefficients such that for every (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× R
d it satisfies

sup
α∈A

|jα(t, x, z)| ≤ C(1 + |x|
p∧2
2 ) |z| for every z ∈ R

d such that |z| < 1.

Then, under the framework assumed in this subsubsection, there exists a constant CΥ,p > 0 such that, for every

x, x̄ ∈ R
d, t̄ ∈ [0, T ] and z ∈ B[0, 1],

Υ(|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)|
p)−Υ(|x̄|p) ≤ CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)]
|z|. (4.27)

Proof. The application of Mean Value Theorem yields

Υ(|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)|
p)−Υ(|x̄|p) ≤ p

∫ 1

0
(1 − ξ)Υ′(|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|

p)|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|
p−1|jα(t̄, x, z)|dξ

≤ p sup
ξ∈[0,1]

{
Υ′(|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|

p)|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|
p−1

}
|jα(t̄, x, z)|

(i) If p ∈ (0, 1), then the supremum is bounded by Corollary 3.9.(ii), which in conjunction with the assumption
on the jump coefficients yields

Υ(|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)|
p)−Υ(|x̄|p) ≤ CΥ,p(1 + |x|

p
2 )|z|

(4.25)
≤ CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ

(
|x̄|p

)
+Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄)

p
2
)]
|z|.

(ii) If p ≥ 1, then the function (0,∞) ∋ w 7−→ Υ′(w)|w|p−1 ∈ (0,∞) is non-decreasing. Hence,

sup
ξ∈[0,1]

{
Υ′(|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|

p)|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|
p−1

}
|jα(t̄, x, z)|

≤ Υ′
(
(|x̄|+ |jα(t̄, x, z)|)

p
)
(|x̄|+ |jα(t̄, x, z)|)

p−1(1 + |x|
p∧2
2 )|z|

|z|≤1

≤
(B5).(iii)

Υ′
(
[1 + |x̄|+ |x|

p∧2
2 ]p

)
[1 + |x̄|+ |x|

p∧2
2 ]p−1(1 + |x|

p∧2
2 )|z|

≤ Υ′
(
[1 + |x̄|+ |x|

p∧2
2 ]p

)
[1 + |x̄|+ |x|

p∧2
2 ]p|z|

≤ scΥΥ
(
[1 + |x̄|+ |x|

p∧2
2 ]p

)
|z|

≤ CΥ,pΥ
(
3p(1 + |x|p + |x̄|p)

)

≤ CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|x|p)

]

(4.25)
≤ CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ

(
|x̄|p

)
+Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄)

p
2
)]
|z|

where in the fourth and fifth inequality it was used the moderate growth of Υ, see Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.4,
and in the last but one the subadditivity of Υ, see Corollary 3.8.

�

Lemma 4.3. Let p > 0, Υ be the Young function determined by Lemma 3.6 and (jα)α∈A be a family of jump

coefficients such that for every (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× R
d it satisfies

sup
α∈A

|jα(t, x, z)| ≤ C(1 + |x|
p∧2
2 ) |z| for every z ∈ R

d such that |z| < 1.

Then, under the framework assumed in this subsubsection, there exists a constant CΥ,p,d > 0 such that, for every

x, x̄ ∈ R
d, t̄ ∈ [0, T ] and z ∈ B[0, 1],

Υ(|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)|
p)−Υ(|x̄|p)− pΥ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−2x̄T jα(t̄, x, z)

≤ CΥ,p,d

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄)

p
2
)]
|z|2.

(4.28)

Proof. The application of Taylor’s theorem for x̂ = x̂(x, x̄, ξ) := x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z) with ξ ∈ [0, 1] yields

Υ(|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)|
p)−Υ(|x̄|p)− pΥ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−2x̄T jα(t̄, x, z)
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(2.5)
≤ d2Cp

{∫ 1

0
(1− ξ)Υ′′(|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|

p)|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|
2p−2|jα(t̄, x, z)|

2dξ

+

∫ 1

0
(1− ξ)Υ′(|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|

p)|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|
p−2|jα(t̄, x, z)|

2dξ
}

≤ Cp,d

[
sup

ξ∈[0,1]
{Υ′′(|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|

p)|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|
2p−2}|jα(t̄, x, z)|

2

+ sup
ξ∈[0,1]

{Υ′(|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|
p)|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|

p−2}|jα(t̄, x, z)|
2
]

• If p ∈ (0, 2), i.e., p∧2
2 = p

2 , then the suprema in the square brackets of the right-hand side of the last
inequality are bounded by a positive constant CΥ,p (see Corollary 3.9). Also,

|jα(t̄, x, z)|
2

(4.21)
≤

(B5).(iii)
Cp(1 + |x̄|p + ε

p
2 δ(x̄)

p
2 )|z|2 ≤ CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄)

p
2
)]
|z|2.

Hence, we conclude the desired inequality (4.28).
• If p ≥ 2, i.e., p∧2

2 = 1, then let us initially consider each summand appearing in the square brackets of the
last inequality. For the former one has

sup
ξ∈[0,1]

{Υ′′(|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|
p)|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|

2p−2}|jα(t̄, x, z)|
2

≤ CΥ,p sup
ξ∈[0,1]

{|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|
p−2}|jα(t̄, x, z)|

2

≤ CΥ,p(|x̄|+ |jα(t̄, x, z)|)
p−2(1 + |x|)2|z|2

|z|≤1

≤
(B5).(ii)

CΥ,p[1 + |x|+ |x̄|]p−2(1 + |x|)2|z|2

≤ CΥ,p[1 + |x|+ |x̄|]p|z|2,

where in the first inequality we used Lemma 3.6.(ii) and the fact that the function (0,∞) ∋ x 7−→ xp−2 ∈ (0,∞)
is non-decreasing. For the latter one has

sup
ξ∈[0,1]

{Υ′(|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|
p)|x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z)|

p−2}|jα(t̄, x, z)|
2

≤ Υ′
(
(|x̄|+ |jα(t̄, x, z)|)

p
)
(|x̄|+ |jα(t̄, x, z)|)

p−2|jα(t̄, x, z)|
2

|z|≤1

≤
(B5).(ii)

Υ′
(
[1 + |x̄|+ |x|]p

)
(1 + |x̄|+ |x|)p−2(1 + |x|)2|z|2

≤ sc
Υ
Υ
(
[1 + |x̄|+ |x|]p

)
|z|2

(4.21)
≤

(4.25)
CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄)

p
2
)]
|z|2

where in the first inequality it was used the fact that Υ′ and the function (0,∞) ∋ x 7−→ xp−2 ∈ (0,∞) are
non-decreasing. In the second inequality it was used the non-decreasingness of Υ′ and the power function. In the
third inequality it was used the moderate growth of Υ, see Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.4. Hence, we conclude the
desired inequality (4.28).

�

Lemma 4.4. Let p > 0 and Υ be the Young function determined by Lemma 3.6. Then, under the framework

assumed in this subsubsection, for z ∈ R
d\{0}, there exists CΥ,p ≥ 1 such that

Υ(|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)|
p) ≤ CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)][

1 + Υ(|z|p)
]
. (4.29)
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Proof. We will initially use the facts that Υ is a moderate Young function (see Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.4) and
that for p > 0 the function [0,∞) ∋ s 7→ sp satisfies for s, t ≥ 0

(s+ t)p ≤ 2p(sp + tp).

In view of the above properties and the subadditivity of Υ, see Corollary 3.8, we have

Υ(|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)|
p) ≤ 2cΥ−1

[
Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|jα(t̄, x, z)|

p)
]

≤ 2cΥ−1
[
Υ(|x̄|p) + Cc

ΥΥ
(
(1 + |x|p)|z|p

)]
. (4.30)

where in the second inequality we used the assumption on the jump coefficients, see (B5).(iii) for the case
p ∈ (0, 2) with |z| ≤ 1 and (B5).(ii) for the rest cases as well as the moderate property of Υ, see Lemma 3.6 and
Lemma 3.4. Next, we will use that Υ behaves finally as a submultiplicative function. Indeed, let KΥ,p > 0 be
the constant determined by Lemma 3.6.(iii), which may be assumed strictly greater than 1. Then, since 1 + |x|p,
if |z| > 1

Υ
(
(1 + |x|p)|z|p

)
≤ KΥ,pΥ(1 + |x|p)Υ(|z|p) ≤ KΥ,p2

c
Υ
−1 max{Υ(1), 1}

(
1 + Υ(|x|p)

)
Υ(|z|p)

(4.25)
≤ CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)]
Υ(|z|p),

with CΥ,p ≥ 1. If |z| ≤ 1, then (4.30) can be written as follows

Υ(|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)|
p)

(4.30)
≤ 2cΥ−1

[
Υ(|x̄|p) + Cc

ΥΥ
(
1 + |x|p

)]
≤ CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)]
,

with CΥ,p > 1, where we used the subadditivity of Υ, see Corollary 3.8. In total, we have the desired inequality
(4.29). �

4.3.2. Auxiliary lemmata for the main body of the proof of Proposition 2.12. We are now ready to prove the
lemmata mentioned in the proof of Proposition 2.12.

Lemma 4.5. Under the framework of Proposition 2.12 and given the introduced notation (2.6)-(2.10), (2.13)
and assumptions (2.11)-(2.12) of the proof of Proposition 2.12, it holds

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
fα(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, x̄), σTα (t̄, x)Dxφ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x))

− fα(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ȳ),−σ
T
α (t̄, y)Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y))

}

≤ λC|x̄− ȳ|2 + γeµt̄C
[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
+ ̺1γ,λ,ε,κ,

with

lim sup
λ→+∞

lim sup
ε↓0

lim sup
κ↓0

̺1γ,λ,ε,κ = 0,

for some non-negative constants which may depend on p, T,Υ and the families {σα}α∈A, {ℓα}α∈A and {mα}α∈A.

Proof. For the closed ball of radius R = R(γ) assumed in Remark 4.1.(iii) and for 0 < ε ≤ ε0

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
fα(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, x̄), σTα (t̄, x)Dxφ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x))

− fα(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ȳ),−σ
T
α (t̄, y)Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y))

}

= sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
fα(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, x̄), σTα (t̄, x)Dxφ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x))

− fα(t̄, x, vε(t̄, ȳ), σ
T
α (t̄, x)Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x))

+ fα(t̄, x, vε(t̄, ȳ), σ
T
α (t̄, x)Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x))

− fα(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ȳ), σ
T
α (t̄, x)Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x))

+ fα(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ȳ), σ
T
α (t̄, x)Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x))

− fα(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ȳ),−σ
T
α (t̄, y)Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y))

}
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≤ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
ω
R

(
|x− y|(1 + |σTα (t̄, x)Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)|)

)

+ C|σTα (t̄, x)Dxφ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ) + σTα (t̄, y)Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)|

+ C
[
Kκ

α(t̄, x, u
ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x)−Kκ

α(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y)

]+}

≤ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

ω
R

(
|x− y|(1 + |σTα (t̄, x)Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)|)

)

+ C sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
|σTα (t̄, x)Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ) + σTα (t̄, y)Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)|

}

+ C sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

[
Kκ

α(t̄, x, u
ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x)

−Kκ
α(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y)

]+
.

(4.31)

In the first inequality it was utilized the fact that uε(t̄, x̄) − vε(t̄, ȳ) ≥ 0, see (2.11), in conjunction with the
monotonicity assumed in the second spatial variable; see (B4).(ii). Additionally, it was used the continuity as-
sumption (B4).(i), while the positive part appears because of the monotonicity of the non-linearities fα in their
last argument; see (B4).(ii).

Let us, now, separately consider each summand of (4.31):
• For the first summand of (4.31) let us initially deal with the quantity within the modulus ω

R
. To this end,

we have

lim sup
λ→+∞

lim sup
ε↓0

{
sup

(x,y,α)∈Aε

|x− y|
(
1 + |σTα (t̄, x)Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)|

)}

(2.7)
≤

(2.8)
lim sup
λ→+∞

lim sup
ε↓0

{
sup

(x,y,α)∈Aε

|x− y|
(
1 + [2λ|x̄− ȳ|+ pγeµt̄Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−1]× |σα(t̄, x)|

)}

(4.23)
≤

(4.26)
lim sup
λ→+∞

lim sup
ε↓0

(
|x̄− ȳ|+ Cpε

1
2
[
δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2
])(

1 + [2λ|x̄− ȳ|+ pγeµt̄Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−1]× Cγ ]
)

≤ lim sup
λ→+∞

|x̂− ŷ|(1 + [2λ|x̂− ŷ|+ pγeµt̂Υ′(|x̂|p)|x̂|p−1]× Cγ ]

= 0,

where (t̂, x̂, ŷ) is the limit point of (t̄, x̄, ȳ)ε≤ε0 for which the respective limit supremum is attained. In the
third inequality it was also used (4.20). In order to conclude they were used (4.19) and the fact that for fixed γ
the limit points x̂(γ, λ), ŷ(γ, λ) lie in B[0, Rγ ], see Remark 4.1.(iii), in conjunction with (3.3). In other words,
(Υ′(|x̂|p)|x̂|p−1)λ≥0 remains also bounded. Hence, for

¯̺1γ,λ,ε := sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

ω
R

(
|x− y|(1 + |σTα (t̄, x)Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)|)

)
(4.32)

we have, by using the that every modulus of continuity has been assumed to be increasing and continuous,

lim sup
λ→+∞

lim sup
ε↓0

¯̺1γ,λ,ε = 0. (4.33)

• For the second summand of (4.31), using (2.7), (2.8) and (B3), we have

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
|σTα (t̄, x)Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ) + σTα (t̄, y)Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)|

}

≤ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
2λC|x̄− ȳ| × |x− y|+ pγeµt̄

[
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−2|σTα (t̄, x)x̄|+Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−2|σTα (t̄, y)ȳ|

]}
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(4.23)
≤

(B3)
2λC|x̄− ȳ|2 + 2(

p
2
∨1)ε

1
2λC|x̄− ȳ|(δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2 )

+ pγeµt̄
{[

Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−1 +Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−1
]}

sup
α∈A

|σα(t̄, 0)|

+ 2(
p
2
∨1)−1ε

1
2 pγeµt̄

[
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−1δ(x̄) + Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−1δ(ȳ)

]

+ pγeµt̄
{[

Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p +Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p
]}

(3.3)
≤

(B1)
2λC|x̄− ȳ|2 + γeµt̄Cp,T,Υ,σ

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ′(|ȳ|p)

]

+ ε
1
22(

p
2
∨1)−13CΥpγe

µt̄
[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p)δ(x̄) + Υ(|ȳ|p)δ(ȳ)

]

+ 2(
p
2
∨1)ε

1
2λC|x̄− ȳ|(δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2 )

= λC|x̄− ȳ|2 + γeµt̄Cp,T,Υ,σ

{
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

}
+ ¯̺2γ,λ,ε, (4.34)

where it was defined

¯̺2γ,λ,ε := ε
1
2
{
2(

p
2
∨1)−13sc

Υ
pγeµt̄

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p)δ(x̄) + Υ(|ȳ|p)δ(ȳ)

]
+ 2(

p
2
∨1)λC|x̄ − ȳ|(δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2 )
}
.

In the course of the above computations, in order to derive the second inequality it was used (4.21) twice. Also,
in the third inequality the constant Cp,T,Υ,σ depends on p, T,Υ and on the family supα∈A |σα(t̄, 0)|, which is
finite;

sup
α∈A

|σα(t̄, 0)| ≤ sup
α∈A

|σα(
T

2
, 0)| + ω(|t̄−

T

2
|) ≤ sup

α∈A
|σα(

T

2
, 0)| + ω(

T

2
)

(B1)
< ∞.

Finally, in the last inequality it was used the fact that Υ is a moderate Young function, see Lemma 3.6.(i).
Now, in view of the properties described in Remark 4.1.(iii), which essentially guarantee the boundedness of

the curly bracket of ¯̺2γ,λ,ε on a ball of radius Rγ , and the continuity of Υ, we have that

lim sup
ε↓0

¯̺2γ,λ,ε = 0. (4.35)

• For the third summand of (4.31) we have

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

[
Kκ

α(t̄, x, u
ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x)−Kκ

α(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y)

]+

≤ ¯̺3γ,λ,ε,κ + sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

(
K

κ
α(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x)−K
κ
α(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y)

)+
. (4.36)

where we defined

¯̺3γ,λ,ε,κ := sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∣∣Ǩκ
α(t̄, x, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x)

∣∣+ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∣∣Ǩκ
α(t̄, y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y)

∣∣

We consider initially the term ¯̺3γ,λ,ε,κ, i.e., we we will work on the set {z : |z| ≤ κ} with κ ≤ 1. Given the
Mean Value Theorem, we have that

lim sup
κ↓0

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∣∣Ǩκ
α(t̄, x, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x)

∣∣

≤ lim sup
κ↓0

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}

∣∣φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z), ȳ)− φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)
∣∣ δα(t̄, x, z)mα(dz)

= lim sup
κ↓0

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}

∣∣∣
( ∫ 1

0
Dxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z), ȳ)dξ

)T

jα(t̄, x, z)
∣∣∣ · δα(t̄, x, z)mα(dz)
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(B5)
≤

(B6).(i)
C lim sup

κ↓0
sup

(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
sup

|ζ|≤1,ξ∈[0,1]

∣∣Dxφ
λ
δ,γ

(
t̄, x̄+ Cξ(1 + |x|)ζ, ȳ

)∣∣C(1 + |x|
p∧2
2 )

}

×
(
sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
ℓ2α(z)mα(dz)

)
×

(
sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
|z|2mα(dz)

)

(B2)
=

(B6).(i)
0

where we used Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and the boundedness of a continuous function on a compact set
which contains the bounded27 set

{(t̄, x̄+ Cξ(1 + |x|)ζ, ȳ) : ξ ∈ [0, 1], |ζ| ≤ 1, x is s.t. ϕ(x− x̄) ≤ εδ(x̄), x̄, ȳ for λ > 0 and ε ≤ ε0}

and the fact that we work on the set {z : |z| ≤ κ} with κ ≤ 1. We have the analogous property for the
term

∣∣Ǩκ
α(t̄, y, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y)

∣∣. Thus, combining the two pieces of information just extracted in the above
computations we have

lim sup
κ↓0

¯̺3γ,λ,ε,κ = 0 (4.37)

We proceed with the second summand of the right-hand side of Inequality (4.36), which means that we will work
on the set {z : κ < |z|}. Because of the (possible) singularity of the family of measure {mα}α∈A at the origin,
we consider separately the cases {z : κ < |z| ≤ 1} and {z : 1 < |z|}.

Let us deal with the integrands of the difference

K
κ
α(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x)−K
κ
α(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y),

working on the set {z : κ < |z| ≤ 1}. To this end, one has for (α, x, y) ∈ Aε:

[
uε(t̄, x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)) − uε(t̄, x̄)

]
δα(t̄, x, z) −

[
vε(t̄, ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)) − vε(t̄, ȳ)

]
δα(t̄, y, z)

=
{[
uε(t̄, x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)) − uε(t̄, x̄)

]
−

[
vε(t̄, ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)) − vε(t̄, ȳ)

]}
δα(t̄, x, z)

+
[
vε(t̄, ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)) − vε(t̄, ȳ)

][
δα(t̄, x, z) − δα(t̄, y, z)

]

(2.11)
≤

(B6).(i)

[
φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z), ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)) − φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)

]
ℓα(z)

+
[
vε(t̄, ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)) − vε(t̄, ȳ)

][
δα(t̄, x, z)− δα(t̄, y, z)

]
,

(4.38)

(2.6)
≤

(B6).(iv)
λ
(
|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z) − (ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z))|

2 − |x̄− ȳ|2
)
ℓα(z)

+ γeµt̄
[
Υ
(
|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)|

p
)
−Υ

(
|x̄|p

)
+Υ

(
|ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)|

p
)
−Υ

(
|ȳ|p

)]
ℓα(z)

+ sup
ε∈(0,ε0]

‖vε‖p2
p(1 + |ȳ|p + |jα(t̄, y, z)|

p)× C|x− y|ℓ2α(z)

(4.27)
≤ λ

[
|jα(t̄, x, z)− jα(t̄, y, z)|

2 − 2(x̄− ȳ)T (jα(t̄, x, z)− jα(t̄, y, z))
]
ℓα(z)

+ γeµt̄CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)
+Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(ȳ

p
2 )
)]
|z|ℓα(z)

+ ‖vε0‖p2
p(1 + |ȳ|p + |y|p)× C|x− y|ℓ2α(z)

27Use Remark 4.1.(iii).
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(B5).(i)
≤

(4.23)
λC|x̄− ȳ|2

[
|z|2ℓα(z) + 2|z|ℓα(z)

]

+ ελCp[δ(x̄) + δ(ȳ)]|z|2ℓα(z) + ε
1
2λCp|x̄− ȳ|(δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2 )|z|ℓα(z)

+ γeµt̄CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)
+Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(ȳ

p
2 )
)]
|z|ℓα(z)

+ Cv,p,ε0

[
1 + |ȳ|p + ε

p
2 δ(ȳ)

p
2
]
×

[
|x̄− ȳ|+ ε

p
2
(
δ(x̄)

p
2 + δ(ȳ)

p
2
]
ℓ2α(z)

(4.18)
= λC|x̄− ȳ|2

[
|z|2ℓα(z) + |z|ℓα(z)

]
+ γeµt̄CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
|z|ℓα(z) + θ̄1α,γ,λ,ε(z)

(4.39)

where

θ̄1α,γ,λ,ε(z) := ελCp[δ(x̄) + δ(ȳ)]|z|2ℓα(z) + ε
1
2λCp|x̄− ȳ|(δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2 )|z|ℓα(z)

+ γeµt̄CΥ,p

[
Υ
(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)
+Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(ȳ

p
2 )
)]
|z|ℓα(z)

+ Cv,p,ε0(1 + |ȳ|p + ε
p
2 δ(ȳ)

p
2 )
[
|x̄− ȳ|+ 2(

p
2
∨1)ε

1
2
(
δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2
)]

× ℓ2α(z)

(4.40)

In the course of computations we used the fact that the (spatial) supremal concloutions converge pointwise and
decreasingly in order to be eligilble to write supε∈(0,ε0] ‖uε‖p = ‖uε0‖p.

Next, we consider the case {z : |z| > 1} and we initially manipulate the respective integrands just like the
case {z : κ < |z| ≤ 1}. Then we proceed as follows:

[
uε(t̄, x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z))− uε(t̄, x̄)

]
δα(t̄, x, z) −

[
vε(t̄, ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)) − vε(t̄, ȳ)

]
δα(t̄, y, z)

(4.38)
≤ λ

(
|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z) − (ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z))|

2 − |x̄− ȳ|2
)
ℓ(z)

+ γeµt̄
[
Υ
(
|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)|

p
)
−Υ

(
|x̄|p

)
+Υ

(
|ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)|

p
)
−Υ

(
|ȳ|p

)]
ℓ(z)

+ Cv,p,ε0(1 + |ȳ|p + |jα(t̄, y, z)|
p)|x− y|ℓα(z)

(B5).(iii)
≤

(4.29)
Cλ|x̄− ȳ|2

[
|z|p∧2 + |z|

p∧2
2
]
sup
α∈A

‖ℓα‖∞

+ εCpλ(δ(x̄) + δ(ȳ)) sup
α∈A

‖ℓα‖∞|z|p∧2 + ε
1
2λCp|x̄− ȳ|[δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2 ] sup

α∈A
‖ℓα‖∞|z|

p∧2
2

+ γeµt̄CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)
+Υ(|ȳ|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(ȳ

p
2 )
)][

1 + Υ(|z|p)
]
sup
α∈A

‖ℓα‖∞

+ Cp,v

[
|x̄− ȳ|+ ε

1
2 (δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2 )
][(

1 + |ȳ|p + (1 + |ȳ|p + ε
p
2 δ(x̄)

p
2 )|z|p

)]
sup
α∈A

‖ℓα‖∞

≤ Cℓλ|x̄− ȳ|2 × |z|p + γeµt̄CΥ,p,ℓ

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
[1 + Υ(|z|p)] + θ̄2α,γ,λ,ε(z) (4.41)

where

θ̄2α,γ,λ,ε(z) := εCp,ℓλ(δ(x̄) + δ(ȳ))|z|p + ε
1
2Cp,ℓλ|x̄− ȳ|

(
δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2
)
× |z|p

+ γeµt̄CΥ,p,ℓ

[
Υ
(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)
+Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(ȳ

p
2 )
)]

×
[
1 + Υ(|z|p)

]

+ Cp,v,ℓ

[
|x̄− ȳ|+ Cpε

1
2
(
δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2
)][

1 + |ȳ|p + ε
p
2 δ(ȳ)

p
2
]
× [1 + |z|p].

(4.42)

In the second inequality of the computations above, it was used Lemma 4.4. In the third inequality we distin-
guished between the cases p ∈ [1, 2) and p ≥ 2 for the first two summands. In the former case, for the first
summand we used (B5).(iii), while for the second summand we used that p

2 < p. In the later case, we did not
need any further assumptions.

Finally, collecting all the terms from (4.39) and (4.41) we obtain

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

(
K

κ
α(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x)−K
κ
α(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y)

)+
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(4.39)
≤

(4.41)
sup
α∈A

{
λCp,ℓ|x̄− ȳ|2

[ ∫

{z:κ<|z|≤1}

(
|z|2ℓα(z) + |z|ℓα(z)

)
mαd(z) +

∫

{z:1<|z|}
|z|pmαd(z)

]

+ γeµt̄CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

][ ∫

{z:κ<|z|≤1}
|z|ℓα(z)mαd(z) +

∫

{z:1<|z|}
[1 + Υ(|z|p)]mαd(z)

]

+

∫

{z:κ<|z|≤1}
θ̄1α,γ,λ,ε(z)mαd(z) +

∫

{z:1<|z|}
θ̄2α,γ,λ,ε(z)mαd(z)

}

≤ λCp,ℓ|x̄− ȳ|2 sup
α∈A

{∫

{z:|z|≤1}

[
|z|2ℓα(z) + |z|ℓα(z)

]
mαd(z) +

∫

{z:1<|z|}
|z|pmαd(z)

}

+ γeµt̄CΥ,p

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
×

× sup
α∈A

{∫

{z:|z|≤1}
|z|ℓα(z)mαd(z) +

∫

{z:1<|z|}
[1 + Υ(|z|p)]mαd(z)

}

+ sup
α∈A

{∫

{z:κ<|z|≤1}
θ̄1α,γ,λ,ε(z)mαd(z) +

∫

{z:1<|z|}
θ̄2α,γ,λ,ε(z)mαd(z)

}

(B2)
=:

(B6).(ii)
λCp,ℓ,m|x̄− ȳ|2 + γeµt̄Cp,Υ,m,ℓ

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
+ ¯̺4γ,λ,ε, (4.43)

where the constants depend on p, Υ, on supα∈A ‖ℓα‖∞ and on the quantity

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≤1}
|z|2 + |z|ℓα(z)mαd(z) + sup

α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|}
[1 + Υ(|z|p)]mαd(z)

(B2)
<

(B6).(ii)
∞.

Moreover, recalling (4.40), (4.42), it is immediate verifiable that ¯̺4γ,λ,ε is finite, as the respective integrals are
uniformly bounded. Therefore, using Remark 4.1.(iii), (4.20) and the continuity of Υ with Υ(0) = 0, we are
able to conclude

lim sup
λ→∞

lim sup
ε↓0

¯̺4γ,λ,ε = 0. (4.44)

In other words, we can rewrite (4.31) with the help of (4.32), (4.34), (4.36), and (4.43) as follows

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
fα(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, x̄), σTα (t̄, x)Dxφ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x))

− fα(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ȳ),−σ
T
α (t̄, y)Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),K

κ
α(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y))

}

≤ λCp,ℓ,m|x̄− ȳ|2 + γeµt̄CΥ,p,m,ℓ

{
1 +

[
Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]}
+ ¯̺1γ,λ,ε + ¯̺2γ,λ,ε + ¯̺3γ,λ,ε,κ + ¯̺4γ,λ,ε,κ

with

lim sup
λ→∞

lim sup
ε↓0

lim sup
κ↓0

[
¯̺1γ,λ,ε + ¯̺2γ,λ,ε + ¯̺3γ,λ,ε,κ + ¯̺4γ,λ,ε,κ

]
≤ 0,

which can be verified in view of (4.33), (4.35), (4.37), (4.44) and the sub-additivity of the lim sup operation. �

Lemma 4.6. Under the framework of Proposition 2.12 and given the introduced notation (2.6)-(2.10), (2.13)
and assumptions (2.11)-(2.12) of the proof of Proposition 2.12, it holds

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
Lα(t̄, x,Dxφ

λ
γ,δ,µ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),X) − Lα(t̄, y,−Dyφ

λ
γ,δ,µ(t̄, x̄, ȳ), Y )

}

≤ Cλ|x̄− ȳ|2 + γeµt̄C
[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
+ ̺2γ,λ,ε,

with

lim sup
λ→+∞

lim sup
ε↓0

̺2γ,λ,ε = 0,

for some non-negative constants which may depend on d, p, T,Υ and the families {bα}α∈A and {σα}α∈A.
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Proof. For the closed ball of radius R = R(γ) assumed in Remark 4.1.(iii) and for 0 < ε ≤ ε0

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
Lα(t̄, x,Dxφ

λ
γ,δ,µ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),X) −Lα(t̄, y,−Dyφ

λ
γ,δ,µ(t̄, x̄, ȳ), Y )

}

≤ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
bTα(t̄, x)Dxφ

λ
γ,δ,µ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)− bTα (t̄, y)(−Dyφ

λ
γ,δ,µ(t̄, x̄, ȳ))

}

+ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
Tr
[
σα(t̄, x)σ

T
α (t̄, x)X

]
− Tr

[
σα(t̄, y)σ

T
α (t̄, x)Y

]}

(2.7),(2.8)
≤

(2.11)
sup

(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
2λ(bα(t̄, x)− bα(t̄, y))

T (x̄− ȳ)
}

+ Cp sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
γeµt̄

(
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−2bTα(t̄, x)x̄+Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−2bTα(t̄, y)ȳ

)}

+ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{ d∑

j=1

(
(σα(t̄, x)

T ej)
TX(σα(t̄, x)

T ej)− (σα(t̄, y)
T ej)

TY (σα(t̄, y)
T ej)

)}
,

(4.46)

where (ej)1≤j≤d is the standard basis. Let us now consider each term of the right-hand side part of (4.46):
• For the first term

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
2λ(bα(t̄, x)− bα(t̄, y))(x̄ − ȳ)

} (B3)
≤

(4.23)
Cpλ

[
|x̄− ȳ|2 + ε

1
2 |x̄− ȳ| ×

(
δ(x̄)

1
2 + δ(ȳ)

1
2
)]

=: Cpλ
[
|x̄− ȳ|2 + ¯̺5γ,λ,ε (4.47)

with

lim
ε↓0

¯̺5γ,λ,ε = 0. (4.48)

• For the second term,

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
γeµt̄

(
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−2bTα(t̄, x)x̄+Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−2bTα(t̄, y)ȳ

)}

≤ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
γeµt̄

(
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−1|bα(t̄, x)|+Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−1|bα(t̄, y)|

)}

(B3)
≤ sup

(α,x,y)∈Aε

CT,b × γeµt̄
[
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−1(1 + |x|) + Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−1(1 + |y|)

]

(4.23)
≤ CT,b × γeµt̄

[
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−1

(
1 + |x̄|+ ε

1
2 δ(x̄)

1
2
)
+Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−1

(
1 + |ȳ|+ ε

1
2 δ(ȳ)

1
2
)]

(3.3)
≤ CT,b,Υ × γeµt̄

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]

+ CT,b,Υ × ε
1
2 γeµt̄

[
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−1δ(x̄)

1
2 +Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−1δ(ȳ)

1
2
]

(3.3)
= CT,b,Υ × γeµt̄

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
+ ¯̺6γ,λ,ε (4.49)

with

lim sup
λ→∞

lim sup
ε↓0

¯̺6γ,λ,ε = 0. (4.50)

In the fourth inequality it was also used the moderate growth of Υ, see Lemma 3.6.(i) and Lemma 3.4. The
constant CT,b,Υ depends on the value T , the finite numbers supα∈A |bα(

T
2 , 0)| and ω(T2 ) and the function Υ.

• For the third term, we have from Inequality (2.12) for every ξ, η ∈ R
d

ξTXξ − ηTY η

≤ 4λ|ξ − η|2 + Cγeµt̄
[(
Υ′′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p +Υ′(|x̄|p)

)
|x̄|p−2|ξ|2 + (Υ′′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p +Υ′(|ȳ|p)

)
|ȳ|p−2|η|2

]
.
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Therefore, we have for the canonical basis (ej)j=1,...,d of Rd

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
Tr
(
σα(t̄, x)σα(t̄, x)

TX
)
− Tr

(
σα(t̄, y)σα(t̄, y)

TY
)}

= sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{ d∑

j=1

(
(σα(t̄, x)

T ej)
TX(σα(t̄, x)

T ej)− (σα(t̄, y)
T ej)

TY (σα(t̄, y)
T ej)

)}

≤ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

Cdλ|σα(t̄, x)− σα(t̄, y)|
2 + Cpγe

µt̄ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{[
Υ′′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p +Υ′(|x̄|p)

]
|x̄|p−2|σα(t̄, x)|

2
}

+ Cpγe
µt̄ sup

(α,x,y)∈Aε

{(
Υ′′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p +Υ′(|ȳ|p)

)
|ȳ|p−2|σα(t̄, y)|

2
)}

(B3)
≤

(4.21)
Cdλ

[
|x̄− ȳ|2 + ε

(
δ(x̄) + δ(ȳ)

)]

+Cp,T,σ × γeµt̄
(
Υ′′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p +Υ′(|x̄|p)

)
|x̄|p−2

(
1 + |x̄|2 + εδ(x̄)

)

+ CT,σγe
µt̄
(
Υ′′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p +Υ′(|ȳ|p)

)
|ȳ|p−2

(
1 + |ȳ|2 + εδ(ȳ)

)

(3.3)
≤

(3.4)
Cdλ|x̄− ȳ|2 + Cp,T,σ,Υ × γeµt̄

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p +Υ(|ȳ|p)

]

+ εCdλ
(
δ(x̄) + δ(ȳ)

)
+ εCp,T,σ,Υ × γeµt̄

[
(1 + Υ(|x̄|p)δ(x̄) + (1 + Υ(|ȳ|p)δ(ȳ)

]

=: Cdλ|x̄− ȳ|2 + Cp,T,σ,Υ × γeµt̄
(
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

)
+ ¯̺6γ,λ,ε (4.51)

with

lim sup
λ→∞

lim sup
ε↓0

¯̺7γ,λ,ε = 0. (4.52)

Combining the Inequalities (4.47), (4.49) and (4.51) we have

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
Lα(t̄, x, u

ε(t̄, x̄),Dxφ
λ
γ,δ,µ(t̄, x̄, ȳ),X)− Lα(t̄, y, vε(t̄, ȳ),−Dyφ

λ
γ,δ,µ(t̄, x̄, ȳ), Y )

}

≤ Cp,dλ|x̄− ȳ|2 + Cp,T,b,σ,Υ × γeµt̄
[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
+ ̺2γ,λ,ε,κ

with

̺2γ,λ,ε := ¯̺5γ,λ,ε + ¯̺6γ,λ,ε + ¯̺7γ,λ,ε

and

lim sup
λ→∞

lim sup
ε↓0

̺2γ,λ,ε = 0.

as required; for the conclusion we used (4.48), (4.50), (4.52) and the subadditivity of the lim sup operation. �

Lemma 4.7. Under the framework of Proposition 2.12 and given the introduced notation (2.6)-(2.10), (2.13)
and assumptions (2.11)-(2.12) of the proof of Proposition 2.12, it holds

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
Iκ
α

(
t̄, x, uε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x

)
− Iκ

α

(
t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y

)}

≤ λC|x̄− ȳ|2 ×+Cγeµt̄
[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
+ ̺3γ,λ,ε,κ

with

lim sup
λ→0

lim sup
ε↓0

lim sup
κ↓0

̺3γ,λ,ε,κ = 0,

for some non-negative constants which may depend on Υ, p and the family {mα}α∈A.
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Proof. We will consider separately the following cases {z : |z| ≤ κ}, {z : κ < |z| ≤ 1} and {z : |z| > 1}. For
the closed ball of radius R = R(γ) assumed in Remark 4.1.(iii) and for 0 < ε ≤ ε0

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
Iκ
α

(
t̄, x, uε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x

)
− Iκ

α

(
t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y

)}

≤ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∣∣Ǐκ
α

(
t̄, x, φλδ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x

)∣∣+ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∣∣Ǐκ
α

(
t̄, y,−φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y

)∣∣
(4.54)

+ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
I
κ
α

(
t̄, x, uε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x

)
− I

κ
α

(
t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y

)}

+ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
Îκ
α

(
t̄, x, uε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x

)
− Îκ

α

(
t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y

)}

• Case {z : |z| ≤ κ} for κ ∈ (0, 1): Applying Taylor’s Theorem one has

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∣∣Ǐκ
α

(
t̄, x, φλδ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x

)∣∣

≤ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∣∣∣
∫

{z:|z|≤κ}

∫ 1

0
(1− ξ)

∣∣D2
xxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z), ȳ)

∣∣× |jα(t̄, x, z)|
2dξ mα(dz)

∣∣∣

(B5)
≤

(4.21)
sup

(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
sup

|ζ|≤1,ξ∈[0,1]

∣∣D2
xxφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄+ ξjα(t̄, x, z), ȳ)

∣∣
}
×

× Cp(1 + |x̄|
p∧2
2 + ε

p∧2
2 δ(x̄)

p∧2
2 )× sup

α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≤κ}
|z|2mα(dz).

In view of the above estimation, we can conclude

lim sup
κ↓0

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∣∣Ǐκ
α

(
t̄, x, φλδ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x

)∣∣ = 0,

where we used the boundedness of a continuous function on a compact set which contains the bounded28 set

{(t̄, x̄+ Cξ(1 + |x|)ζ, ȳ) : ξ ∈ [0, 1], |ζ| ≤ 1, x is s.t. ϕ(x− x̄) ≤ εδ(x̄), x̄, ȳ for λ > 0 and ε ≤ ε0}

and the fact that we work on the set {z : |z| ≤ κ} with κ ≤ 1. Analogously, we have for the term

lim sup
κ↓0

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∣∣Ǐκ
α

(
t̄, y,−φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y

)∣∣ = 0,

In total, for

¯̺8γ,λ,ε,κ := sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∣∣Ǐκ
α

(
t̄, x, φλδ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x

)∣∣+ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∣∣Ǐκ
α

(
t̄, y,−φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y

)∣∣

it holds

lim sup
κ↓0

¯̺8γ,λ,ε,κ = 0. (4.55)

• Case {z : κ < |z| ≤ 1} for κ ∈ (0, 1): For (α, x, y) ∈ Aε, we initially compute the difference of the
integrands the I

κ
α−parts:

uε(t̄, x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)) − uε(t̄, x̄)−Dxφ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)jα(t̄, x, z)

−
[
vε(t̄, ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)) − uε(t̄, ȳ) +Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)jα(t̄, y, z)

]

=
[
uε(t̄, x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)) − vε(t̄, ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)) − φλδ,γ

(
t̄, x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z), ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)

)]

−
[
uε(t̄, x̄)− uε(t̄, ȳ)− φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)

]

+
[
φλδ,γ

(
t̄, x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z), ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)

)
− φλδ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)

]

−
[
Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)

T jα(t̄, y, z) +Dxφ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)

T jα(t̄, x, z)
]

28Use Remark 4.1.(iii).
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(2.7),(2.8)
≤

(2.11)
λ|jα(t̄, x, z)− jα(t̄, y, z)|

2

+ γeµt̄
[
Υ(|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)|

p) + Υ(|ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)|
p)−Υ(|x̄|p)−Υ(|ȳ|p)

− p
[
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−2x̄T jα(t̄, x, z) + Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−2ȳT jα(t̄, y, z)

]]
(4.56)

(B5),(4.21)
≤

(4.28)
λC

[
|x̄− ȳ|2 + ε

(
δ(x̄) + δ(ȳ)

)]
× |z|2

+ γeµt̄Cp,d,Υ

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)
+Υ(|ȳ|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(ȳ

p
2 )
)]
|z|2

=: λC|x̄− ȳ|2|z|2 + γeµt̄Cp,d,Υ

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
|z|2 + θ̄3γ,λ,ε(z) (4.57)

with

θ̄3γ,λ,ε :=
[
ε
(
δ(x̄) + δ(ȳ)

)
+Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)
+Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(ȳ

p
2 )
)]

× |z|2 (4.58)

Therefore,

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
I
κ
α

(
t̄, x, uε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x

)
− I

κ
α

(
t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y

)}

(4.57)
≤

{
λC|x̄− ȳ|2 + γeµt̄Cp,d,Υ

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]}
sup

(α,x,y)∈Aε

∫

{z:|z|≤1}
|z|2mα(dz)

+ sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∫

{z:|z|≤1}
θ̄3γ,λ,ε(z)mα(dz)

=: λCm|x̄− ȳ|2 + γeµt̄Cp,d,Υ,m

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
+ ¯̺9γ,λ,ε (4.59)

with

lim
ε↓0

¯̺9γ,λ,ε = lim
ε↓0

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

∫

{z:|z|≤1}
θ̄3γ,λ,ε(z)mα(dz)

(4.58)
=

(B1)
0. (4.60)

• Case {z : |z| ≥ 1}: For (α, x, y) ∈ Aε, we initially compute the difference of the integrands of the
Îα−parts.

uε(t̄, x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)) − uε(t̄, x̄)−Dxφ
λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)jα(t̄, x, z)

−
[
vε(t̄, ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)) − uε(t̄, ȳ) +Dyφ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ȳ)jα(t̄, y, z)

]

(4.56)
≤ λ|jα(t̄, x, z)− jα(t̄, y, z)|

2

+ γeµt̄
[
Υ(|x̄+ jα(t̄, x, z)|

p) + Υ(|ȳ + jα(t̄, y, z)|
p)−Υ(|x̄|p)−Υ(|ȳ|p)

− p
[
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−2x̄T jα(t̄, x, z) + Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−2ȳT jα(t̄, y, z)

]]

(B5).(iii)
≤

(4.29)
λ|x− y|2|z|p∧2

+ CΥ,p × γeµt̄
[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)
+Υ(|ȳ|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(ȳ

p
2 )
)][

1 + Υ(|z|p)
]

+ p
[
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−1(1 + |x|) + Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−1(1 + |y|)

]
× |z|

(4.61)

(4.23)
≤

(4.21)
λC

[
|x̄− ȳ|2 + ε

(
δ(x̄) + δ(ȳ)

)]
× |z|p∧2

+ CΥ,p × γeµt̄
[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)
+Υ(|ȳ|p) + Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(ȳ

p
2 )
)][

1 + Υ(|z|p)
]

+ pγeµt̄
[
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−1

(
1 + |x̄|+ ε

1
2 δ(x̄)

1
2
)
+Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−1

(
1 + |ȳ|+ ε

1
2 δ(ȳ)

1
2
)]

× |z|
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(3.3)
≤ λC|x̄− ȳ|2 × |z|p∧2 + CΥ,pγe

µt̄
[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

][
1 + Υ(|z|p)

]

+ CΥ,pγe
µt̄
[
Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
× |z|+ θ̄4γ,λ,ε(z)

(4.62)

with

θ̄4γ,λ,ε(z) := ε
(
δ(x̄) + δ(ȳ)

)
|z|p∧2

+CΥ,p × γeµt̄
[
Υ
(
ε

p
2 δ(x̄

p
2 )
)
+Υ

(
ε

p
2 δ(ȳ

p
2 )
)][

1 + Υ(|z|p)
]

+ pγeµt̄ε
1
2
[
Υ′(|x̄|p)|x̄|p−1δ(x̄)

1
2 +Υ′(|ȳ|p)|ȳ|p−1δ(ȳ)

1
2
]
× |z|

. (4.63)

In (4.62) it was also used the moderate growth of Υ, see Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.4. Therefore,

sup
(α,x,y)∈Aε

{
Îκ
α

(
t̄, x, uε(t̄, ·) ◦ τx̄−x, φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, ·, ȳ) ◦ τx̄−x

)
− Îκ

α

(
t̄, y, vε(t̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y,−φ

λ
δ,γ(t̄, x̄, ·) ◦ τȳ−y

)}

(4.62)
≤ λC|x̄− ȳ|2 sup

α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|}
|z|p∧2mα(dz)

+ CΥ,p × γeµt̄
[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
sup
α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|}

[
1 + Υ(|z|p)

]
mα(dz)

+ CΥ,p × γeµt̄
[
Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
sup
α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|}
|z|mα(dz)

+ sup
α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|}
θ̄4γ,λ,ε(z)mα(dz)

(B1)
≤ λCm|x̄− ȳ|2 + CΥ,p,m × γeµt̄

[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
+ sup

α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|}
θ̄4γ,λ,ε(z)mα(dz)

=: λCm|x̄− ȳ|2 + CΥ,p,m × γeµt̄
[
1 + Υ(|x̄|p) + Υ(|ȳ|p)

]
+ ¯̺10γ,λ,ε (4.64)

where the combination of (B2) and Proposition 3.5 yields

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:1<|z|}
Υ(|z|p)mα(dz) <∞

and it was also used the assumption p ≥ 1. It is only left to observe that

lim
ε↓0

¯̺10γ,λ,ε
(4.63)
= 0. (4.65)

Collecting the terms (4.55), (4.59), (4.60), (4.64) and (4.65) we rewrite (4.54) in the desired form for

̺3γ,λ,ε,κ = ¯̺8γ,λ,ε,κ + ¯̺9γ,λ,ε + ¯̺10γ,λ,ε.

�

5. PROOFS OF THE RESULTS PRESENTED IN SECTION 3.

5.1. Proof of Proposition 3.5.

Proof of Proposition 3.5. The equivalence is -mutatis mutandis- a restatement of the classical de La Vallée
Poussin Theorem. We provide all the details for the validity of the equivalence, since they will be crucial later
for the construction of the twice continuously differentiable, moderate Young function. For the equivalence, we
follow Dellacherie and Meyer [9, Theorem II.22]. We define

M := sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≥1}
Υ(|z|p)mα(dz). (5.1)
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and we assume initially that M is finite. Let ε > 0 and define K := M
ε

. Since Υ is a Young function, there exists

R > 0 such that
Υ(x)

x
≥ K , for every x > R. Hence, we have

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R
1
p }

|z|pmα(dz) ≤ sup
α∈A

1

K

∫

{z:|z|>R
1
p }

Υ(|z|p)mα(dz) ≤ ε.

In order to prove the other direction of the equivelence, i.e., the existence of a moderate Young function Υ
such that M is finite, we will construct a piecewise constant, non-negative, increasing function υ, which will
serve as the right-derivative of the desired Young function. The construction will be based on the assumption
that

lim
R→∞

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R}
|z|pmα(dz) = 0. (5.2)

The function υ will initially be chosen to satisfy υ(x) = υn, for x ∈ [n, n + 1), for n ∈ N ∪ {0}, where
0 ≤ υn ≤ υn+1 for every n ∈ N ∪ {0}. We are allowed to choose υ0 = 0 and we do so. Before we choose the
rest values (υn)n∈N, the reader may observe that for every n ∈ N,

Υ(x) =

n−1∑

k=1

υk + υn(x− n), for x ∈ [n, n+ 1),

which in particular implies

Υ(x) ≤
n∑

k=1

υk, for x ∈ [n, n+ 1).

Let us proceed by determining an upper bound of M in terms of (υn)n∈N:

∫

{z:|z|≥1}
Υ(|z|p)mα(dz) ≤

∞∑

n=1

(

n∑

k=1

υk)mα({z : n ≤ |z|p < n+ 1}) =
∞∑

n=1

υnmα({z : |z|p ≥ n}).

Hence,

M = sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≥1}
Υ(|z|p)mα(dz) ≤ sup

α∈A

∞∑

n=1

υnmα({z : |z|p ≥ n}). (5.3)

As a next step, we intend to find a way to control the quantity on the right-hand side of Inequality (5.3) for
sequences (υn)n∈N with desired properties, namely (υn)n∈N is non-decreasing and non-negative. To this end, let
us initially fix a decreasing sequence (dn)n∈N of positive numbers which is summable, e.g. dn := 2−n for every
n ∈ N. We further define the set

Nn :=
{
k ∈ N : sup

α∈A

∫

{z:|z|p≥k}
|z|pmα(dz) < dn

}
, for every n ∈ N.

In view of (5.2) it is immediate that for each n ∈ N the set Nn contains all but finitely many integers and that
(Nn)n∈N is a decreasing sequence of sets. Let n ∈ N and cn ∈ Nn. Then, observe that

∞∑

k=cn

mα({z : |z|p ≥ k}) ≤ cnmα({z : |z|p ≥ cn}) +
∞∑

k=cn+1

mα({z : |z|p ≥ k})

=

∞∑

k=cn

kmα({z : k ≤ |z|p < k + 1})

≤

∫

{z:|z|p≥cn}
|z|pmα(dz) < dn.
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In other words, by applying a diagonal argument, we can choose an increasing sequence (cn)n∈N,29 such that
cn ∈ Nn for every n ∈ N, in order to obtain

sup
α∈A

∞∑

n=1

∞∑

k=cn

mα({z : |z|p ≥ k}) <
∞∑

n=1

dn < +∞.

It is only left to observe that the double series on the left-hand side of the above inequality can be written as a
series of the form

∑∞
k=1 υkmα({z : |z|p ≥ k}), where

υk := |{n ∈ N : cn ≤ k}|, 30 for every k ∈ N; (5.4)

|A| denotes the cardinality of the set A. The equivalence has been proven. �

Remark 5.1. In this remark we will underline a property of (υk)k∈N and argue about the freedom one has in

choosing the sequence (cn)n∈N in the proof of Proposition 3.5. Both of them are crucial in the construction

implemented in the proof of Lemma 3.6. To this end, let us follow the notation of the proof of Proposition 3.5.

(i) From the definition (5.4) it is clear that

υk ≤ υk+1 ≤ υk + 1, for every k ∈ N, (5.5)

where exactly one of the comparisons is a true equality; hence, the other is a strict inequality. For k ∈ N, the

right-hand equality is attained if, and only if, k = cn for some n ∈ N, recall (5.4), i.e.,

υcn−1 < υcn = υcn−1 + 1 for every n ∈ N\{1}. (5.6)

as well as

υk−1 = υk < υk−1 + 1 for every k ∈ N\{cn : n ∈ N}.

In other words,

υcn = n, for all n ∈ N. (5.7)

(ii) By definition, the set Nn contains all but finitely many integers, for every n ∈ N, and the sequence (Nn)n∈N
is decreasing, because the sequence (dn)n∈N was chosen decreasing. In particular, for every n ∈ N, if m ∈ Nn,

then m + 1 ∈ Nn. These properties provide ample freedom in the subsequent choice of the sequence (cn)n∈N,

which in turn determines the sequence (υk)k∈N. Without loss of generality, we may assume that 1 ∈ N1, so that

we can choose c1 equal to 1.31 For every n ∈ N, a natural rule for choosing cn+1, given the determination of cn,

is

cn+1 := max{cn + 1,minNn+1} for n ∈ N.

Our later needs dictate to modify the aforementioned rule: for n ∈ N

cn+1 := max{2cn,minNn+1}. (5.8)

5.2. Proof of Lemma 3.6. In order to prove Lemma 3.6, we will suitably choose the right-derivative of the
Young function Υ, denoted by υ, based on the behaviour of the family {mα}α∈A. In the next lines we will try to
explain intuitively the procedure. To this end, we follow the notation introduced in the proof of Proposition 3.5.

In Meyer [22, Lemme, p. 770] it is described how to alter the sequence (υn)n∈N in order to obtain the (seem-
ingly) stronger integrability described in Corollary 3.10 and to obtain a moderate Young function. For the former,
it is chosen a new sequence which is dominated by the sequence (υn)n∈N, i.e., the right derivative is “pushed
downwards”. For the latter, the newly chosen sequence applies to intervals of increasing length, i.e., the right de-
rivative is “stretched”. Inspired by Meyer [22, Lemme, p. 770], we will initially follow the arguments presented
there, but we will need go beyond Meyer [22] in order to choose more conveniently some values. Following the

29By increasing we mean cn < cn+1 for every n ∈ N. Hence, cn ≥ n and consequently limn→+∞ cn = +∞.
30Since we chose the sequence (cn)n∈N to be increasing, we immediately have that υn ≤ υn+1 ≤ υn + 1, for every n ∈ N, where

exactly one of the comparisons is a true equality.
31This can be done by increasing suitably d1, which does not affect the finiteness of the series associated to (dn)n∈N. Indeed, we can

assign to d1 the value 2 supα∈A

∫
{z:|z|≥1}

|z|pmα(dz) so that N1 = N
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intuition introduced in the previous lines, the idea for proving Lemma 3.6 is to repeatedly alter the right deriva-
tive of the Young function by initially “properly pushing it downwards”, afterwards “stretching it”, then making
it continuous and finally smoothing it.

Proof of Lemma 3.6. In view of the comments provided at the beginning of this subsection, the current proof
should be seen as a continuation of the proof of Proposition 3.5. To this end, we will assume that the sequence
(υn)n∈N is the one described in the second half of the proof of Proposition 3.5, where the sequence (cn)n∈N
obeys to (5.8) with c1 = 1. We choose to present the construction of the (right) derivative step by step, so that it
is intuitively clear to the reader the final choice of the (right) derivative. As a result, we sacrifice the compactness
of the proof.

Following Meyer [22], we “push downwards” the right derivative by passing to a new sequence (ῡn)n∈N
which is defined by ῡn := ϑ(υn), for every n ∈ N, where ϑ : [0,∞) → [0,∞) is increasing and such that

(a) ϑ(1) = 1,

(b) limx→∞
ϑ(x)
x

= 0 as well as limx→∞ ϑ(x) = ∞ and
(c) the function [1,∞) ∋ x 7−→ ϑ(x+ 1)− ϑ(x) ∈ (0,∞) is (strictly) decreasing and bounded by 1

2 ,32 i.e.,

ϑ(x+ 1)− ϑ(x) <
1

2
, for every x ∈ [1,∞). (5.9)

In view of (5.5) and the last required property of the function ϑ, we get

ῡn ≤ ῡn+1 < ῡn +
1

2
, for every n ∈ N,

as well as

ῡcn = ϑ(υcn)
(5.7)
= ϑ(n) for every n ∈ N. (5.10)

Then, abusing notation, we define the function ῡ

ῡ(x) :=

{
1
2 , for x ∈ [0, 2)

ῡn, for x ∈ [2n, 2n+1), n ∈ N
.

Obviously, the function ῡ is right-continuous and non-decreasing. Recalling the description in the comments
provided at the beginning of this subsection, the above definition amounts to “stretching” the right derivative.
For the sake of unified notation, we define ῡ0 := 1

2 , for which choice ῡ0 < ῡ1 = ῡ0 +
1
2 . Also, c0 := 0 and we

will write N ∪ {0} whenever we include 0 in the natural numbers. Given the set (cn)n∈N and recalling (5.6), we
can alternatively write the function ῡ as

ῡ(x) :=

{
ῡ0(=

1
2), for x ∈ [0, 2)

ῡcn(= ϑ(n)), for x ∈ [2cn , 2cn+1), n ∈ N
.

We proceed to construct a continuous function which is dominated by ῡ. To this end, we will linearly interpo-
late between the right-end points of intervals of constancy of ῡ, which are determined by consecutive elements
of the sequence (cn)n∈N as described above. We define now the function

υ̂(x) :=

{
1
4x, for x ∈ [0, 2)

ῡcn−1 +
ῡcn−ῡcn−1

2cn+1−2cn (x− 2cn), for x ∈ [2cn , 2cn+1), n ∈ N
. (5.11)

Some remarks are in order:

32In Meyer [22], it was chosen the square root function. The freedom in choosing the function ϑ allows to endow the
Young function Υ with convenient properties. For example, passing to the sequence (ῡn)n∈N will later allow for the property
limR→∞ supα∈A

∫
{z:|z|>R}

Υ(|z|p)mα(dz) = 0, i.e., the uniform integrability of the function Υ(|z|p) with respect to the family

(mα)α∈A. One can verify it in the case ϑ is the square root function, by checking the proof of [22, Lemme] and modifying the argu-
ments properly, i.e., as we did in the proof of the equivalence of Proposition 3.5. For completeness, we provide the full details in the
proof of Corollary 3.10. Other possible choices for the function ϑ are x 7−→ x

1

2
(1−α), for α ∈ (0, 1), or x 7−→ x

1

2
(2−α), for α ∈ [1, 2).
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(1) The function υ̂ is continuous and concave on [0 +∞). This can easily be seen, since υ̂ is piecewise linear
with decreasing slopes on (0,+∞). Indeed, one can verify that the slopes are decreasing by examining the
sequence of nominators and denominators. More precisely, we have (by definition) that

ῡcn+1

(5.10)
= ϑ(υcn+1) = ϑ(n+ 1)

(5.6)
= ϑ(υcn + 1), for every n ∈ N.

Given that the function [1,+∞) ∋ x 7→ ϑ(x+ 1)− ϑ(x) is decreasing and bounded between 0 and 1
2 , we have

that

0 < ῡcn+2 − ῡcn+1 < ῡcn+1 − ῡcn <
1

2
= ῡ1 − ῡ0, for every n ∈ N. (5.12)

Moreover, for every n ∈ N,

2c2 − 2c1 > 2c1 − 2

as well as

2cn+2 − 2cn+1 = 2cn+1(2cn+2−cn+1 − 1) > 2cn+1(1− 2cn−cn+1) = 2cn+1 − 2cn ≥ 2.

Hence, the sequence (
ῡcn−ῡcn−1

2cn+1−2cn
)n∈N is decreasing, since the nominators decrease and the denominators in-

crease, as n increases. Additionally,

ῡ1 − ῡ0

2c2 − 2c1
≤

1

4
,

which completes the verification of the claim that υ̂ has decreasing slopes.
In total,

sup
n∈N

{ ῡcn − ῡcn−1

2cn+1 − 2cn
−

ῡcn+1 − ῡcn
2cn+2 − 2cn+1

}
≤

1

4
. (5.13)

We proceed to define the derivative of the desired Young function, but we need to treat separately the cases
p ≥ 2 and p ∈ (0, 2):

� p ≥ 2. We will smooth the function υ̂33 by standard tools. More precisely, for 0 < ε < 1
23 we use the

standard mollifier ηε, i.e.,

ηε(x) :=
C

ε
exp

( 1

ε−2x2 − 1

)
1[−ε,ε](x),

where C is the normalizing constant. We define

υ̂ε(x) :=




υ̂(x), for x ∈ [0, 1]∫

[−ε,ε]
υ̂(x+ y)ηε(y)dy, for x > 1.

(5.14)

Hereinafter, we fix an 0 < ε < 1
23 such that

0 ≤ υ̂(x)− υ̂ε(x) <
1

24
, for every x ∈ [0,+∞). (5.15)

We present in Lemma 5.3 the elementary arguments for the existence of an ε with the aforementioned property,
despite this can be seen as a special case of a general approximation result. The function υ̂ε (for the ε we fixed)
will be the derivative of the desired Young function Υ. Before we prove that Υ possesses the desired properties,
some remarks are in order:

(2) υ̂ε(0) = 0 and υ̂ε(x) > 0 for x > 0.
(3) For x ∈ (1, 2 − ε) ∪ (2 + ε, 2c2 − ε) ∪

(⋃
k∈N(2

cn + ε, 2cn+1 − ε)
)

it is true that υ̂ε(x) = υ̂(x), because
of the linearity of υ̂ on the interval (x− ε, x+ ε).

33The function υ̂ is continuous, but not everywhere differentiable. Hence, the associated Young function will not be twice continu-
ously differentiable.
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(4) On (0,+∞) the function υ̂ε is concave, with υ̂ε ≤ υ̂. The concavity of υ̂ε is inherited from the concavity
of υ̂. The domination can be easily proven using the piecewise linearity of υ̂ε, the fact that the slopes are non-
increasing and the definition of the mollification.34 In particular,

υ̂′ε(2
cn) ≤

{
1
4 , for n = 1
ῡcn−1−ῡcn−2

2cn−2cn−1 , for n > 1
and υ̂′ε(2

cn + ε) =
ῡcn − ῡcn−1

2cn+1 − 2cn
. (5.16)

(5) The function υ̂ε is infinitely differentiable. In particular, its first derivative is positive and non-increasing
due to concavity.

The function

Υ(x) :=

∫

[0,x]
υ̂ε(u)du, for x ≥ 0,

satisfies the claimed properties:

(i) Since υ̂ε is infinitely differentiable, so is Υ. In particular, Υ is twice continuously differentiable.

We prove, now, that Υ is moderate, i.e., c̄Υ < +∞. We will avoid explicit computations and we will make
use of the aforementioned properties for υ̂ε and of known results from the theory of convex functions. More
precisely, the concavity of υ̂ε in conjunction with the fact that υ̂ε(0) = 0 implies its subadditivity. In particular,

υ̂ε(2x) ≤ 2υ̂ε(x), for every x > 0. (5.17)

In turn, this implies

xυ̂ε(x) ≤

∫

[x,2x]
υ̂ε(z)dz =

∫

[0,2x]
υ̂ε(z)dz −

∫

[0,x]
υ̂ε(z)dz

=

∫

[0,x]
2υ̂ε(2w)dw −

∫

[0,x]
υ̂ε(z)dz

(5.17)
≤

∫

[0,x]
4υ̂ε(w)dw −

∫

[0,x]
υ̂ε(z)dz

= 3Υ(x),

where in the first inequality we used that υ̂ε is increasing. In other words,

sup
x>0

xυ̂ε(x)

Υ(x)
≤ 3.

(ii) Recall from (5) that υ̂′ε = Υ′′ is continuous, positive and non-increasing. Moreover, υ̂′ε(x) = 1
4 , for x ∈

(0, 2). Therefore, Υ′′ is bounded.

We proceed to prove (3.1). The reader may recall that the value of ε is fixed and smaller that 1
23

. We will
consider the following cases:

• x ∈ [0, 2]: then, immediately xΥ′′(x) ≤ 1
2 .

• x ∈ (2cn , 2cn + ε], for n ∈ N: then, recalling that ε is fixed and lies in (0, 1
23
),

xΥ′′(x)
(5)
< (2cn + ε)Υ′′(2cn)

(5.16)
≤

{
2+ε
4 , for n = 1

(2cn + ε)
ῡcn−1−ῡcn−2

2cn−2cn−1 , for n > 1

(5.12)
<

{
1, for n = 1

1
2(1−2cn−1−cn )

+ 1
25
, for n > 1

≤ 2,

since cn − cn−1 ≥ 1.
• x ∈ (2cn + ε, 2cn+1 ], for n ∈ N: then,

xΥ′′(x)
(5)
< 2cn+1Υ′′(2cn + ε)

(5.16)
= 2cn+1

ῡcn − ῡcn−1

2cn+1 − 2cn

(5.12)
<

1

2(1− 2cn−cn+1)
≤ 1,

34In Lemma 5.3 we prove that the difference υ̂(x)− υ̂ε(x) is non-negative everywhere.
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since cn+1 − cn ≥ 1. In total, a constant CΥ,p for the case p ≥ 2 is 2.
(iii) In view of Hudzik and Maligranda [15, Proposition 1],35 it is sufficient to prove the desired property for

some R > 1, instead of R = 1, i.e.,

Υ(xy) ≤ CΥ(x)Υ(y) for every x, y ≥ R.

In order to prove this claim we will detour and we will prove the analogous claim for the Young function, denoted
by Υ̂, with derivative υ̂ defined in (5.11). This detour is indeed valid in view of Lemma 5.2. From Hudzik and
Maligranda [15, Proposition 2], Υ̂ is finally submultiplicative if and only if υ̂ is finally submultiplicative, i.e.,
there exist C,R > 0 such that

υ̂(xy) ≤ Cυ̂(x)υ̂(y) for every x, y ≥ R. (5.18)

We proceed to prove the equivalent statement. Let x, y ≥ 2c2 . Then, there exist cnx , cny with nx, ny ≥ 2 such
that

x ∈ [2cnx , 2cnx+1) and y ∈ [2cny , 2cny+1).

Now, it is sufficient to prove the existence of a C > 0 such that

υ̂(2cnx+1+cny+1) ≤ Cυ̂(2cnx )υ̂(2cny ).

Indeed, the fact that υ̂ is increasing, allows us to conclude (5.18). Assuming that cnx ≤ cny , one gets

cnx+1 + cny+1 ≤ 2cny+1

(5.8)
≤ cny+2.

Hence, since υ̂ is increasing,

υ̂(2cnx+1+cny+1) ≤ υ̂(2cny+2)
(5.11)
= ῡ(cny+1)

(5.10)
= ϑ(ny + 1)

(5.9)
< 1 + ϑ(ny − 1) ≤ 2ϑ(nx − 1)ϑ(ny − 1)

(5.10)
= 2ῡ(cnx−1)ῡ(cny−1)

(5.11)
= 2υ̂(2cnx )υ̂(2cny ).

where in the third inequality it was used the fact that ϑ(n) ≥ 1 for every n ∈ N. Hence, (5.18) is true and we
conclude in view of the arguments presented above.

� p ∈ (0, 2). Before we smooth the function υ̂, we will need to suitably modify it on [0, 2]. We have in mind
that (3.2) has to hold. To this end, we will choose the derivative υ̂ to behave in a neighbourhood of 0 as a power
function, say of power q, so that

lim
x↓0

(xp)qxp−2 = lim
x↓0

(xp)q−1x2p−2 = 0.

Lemma 5.4 verifies that there is a legitimate choice of q for each p ∈ (0, 2):

q :=
4

p
− 1 > 0, for p ∈ (0, 2). (5.19)

Observe that for the choice of q it holds pq + p − 2 = p(q − 1) + 2p − 2 = 2. Additionally, from Lemma 5.4,
for the point

x0(p) :=
( p

6(4 − p)

) p
4−2p ∈ (0, 1)

and for (0,∞) ∋ x
f
7→ xq, it holds f ′(x0) = 1

6 . Moreover, it is true that

0 < f(x0) = x
q
0 =

( 1

6q

) q
q−1

=
( p

6(4 − p)

) 4−p
4−2p

<
p

6(4− p)
<

1

6
,

where we used that p
4−p

< 1 and that 4−p
4−2p > 1, as well as that

0 < f(x0) +
1

6
(
5

4
− x0) <

1

6
+

1

6

5

4
=

1

6

9

4
=

3

8
<

1

2
= ῡ0.

35In [15] the property of being “finally submultiplicative” is described by the term “submultiplicative at infinity”.
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The above properties permit us to re-define the function υ̂ on [0, 2] as follows

υ̂(x) :=





f(x), for x ∈ [0, x0]

f(x0) +
1
6 (x− x0), for x ∈ (x0,

5
4 ]

υ̂(54 ) +
4
3

[
ῡ0 − υ̂(54 )

]
(x− 5

4), for x ∈ (54 , 2]

. (5.20)

The reader may observe that on the interval [x0,∞) the redefined function υ̂ is continuous and piecewise linear.
In view of the computations provided before (5.20), it can be immediately verified that the redefined function
υ̂ is positive, increasing, continuous on [0,+∞) and continuously differentiable on (0, 54). For the continuity of
the derivative υ̂′ at x0 we have used that the right and left derivatives of υ̂ at x0 are equal. For 0 < ε < 1

23
we

define

υ̂ε(x) :=




υ̂(x), for x ∈ [0, 54 − ε]∫

[−ε,ε]
υ̂(x+ y)ηε(y)dy, for x > 5

4 − ε
. (5.21)

The function

Υ(x) :=

∫

[0,x]
υ̂ε(u)du, for x ≥ 0,

satisfies the claimed properties:36

(i) The function υ̂ε is continuously differentiable at every point of (0, x0] and infinitely differentiable at every
point of (x0, 2c2 ]. Hence, Υ is twice differentiable.

In order to prove that Υ is moderate, we cannot work analogously to the case p ≥ 2, since the function υ̂ε
is only concave on [x0,∞). Nevertheless, we can use the fact that the Young function constructed for the case
p ≥ 2 is finally submultiplicative in conjunction with the fact that the derivatives for the two cases are identical
on [2 + ε,∞). Hence, the Young function with derivative (5.21) is also finally submultiplicative on the interval
[2c2 ,∞), as the arguments can be applied verbatim. From [15, Proposition 1] we can assume the property to
holds on [1,∞) and the property (iii) has been proven. This, in turn, implies that Υ is moderate on 2c2 + 2 with
constant 2Υ(2c2 + 2), see Krasnosel’skii and Rutickii [18, Chapter I, Lemma 5.1, p.30], where 2 is the constant
appearing in the submultiplicative property. From [18, Chapter I, Theorem 4.1] we have that

sup
x≥2c2+2

xυ̂ε(x)

Υ(x)
≤ 2Υ(2c2 + 2) <∞.

We consider now separately the intervals (0, x0] and [x0, 2
c2 + 2]. For the former interval, immediate computa-

tions verify

sup
x∈(0,x0]

xυ̂ε(x)

Υ(x)
= q + 1 < +∞.

For the latter interval, we use the continuity of x 7→ xυ̂ε and Υ, the compactness of the interval under consider-
ation as well as the fact that 0 < infx∈[x0,2c2 ]Υ(x), supx∈[x0,2c2 ]Υ(x) < +∞. In total,

c̄Υ = sup
x>0

xυ̂ε(x)

Υ(x)
< +∞.

(ii) We can readily adapt the arguments we used in the case p ≥ 2. By definition, υ̂′ is increasing on (0, x0], but
on [x0,∞) is non-increasing. It is also clear by its definition that it remains positive and by continuity and the
described monotonicity, it remains bounded. Finally, the term xυ̂′(x) remains bounded on [0, 2]; for the interval
[2,∞] we can follow verbatim the arguments of the case p ≥ 2.
(iii) The arguments have been presented in the course of proving that Υ is moderate; see the proof of (i).
(iv) This property is true because of the choice of q; see (5.19) and the comment following it.

36We will focus our attention on the interval [0, 2c2 ], since for the rest we can use the analogous arguments presented for the case
p ≥ 2.
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(v) Let p ∈ [1, 2). For the desired property to hold, we may alternatively prove that the function

[2c2 ,∞) ∋ y
h

7−→ υ̂ε(y)y
1− 2

p ∈ (0,∞) is finally decreasing.

Let us define the function [2c2 ,∞) ∋ y
g

7−→ y
1− 2

p ∈ (0,∞). Since h is continuously differentiable, it is sufficient
to prove that

h′(x) ≤ 0 ⇔
υ̂′ε(x)

υ̂ε(x)
≤ −

g′(x)

g(x)
=

∣∣1− 2

p

∣∣ 1
x
, for finally every x > 2c2 ,

since υ̂ε(x), g(x) > 0 for x > 0. In order to prove this claim, let us recall that37

υ̂′ε(x)
(5.16)
≤





υ̂′−(2
cn) =

ῡcn−1 − ῡcn−2

2cn − 2cn−1

(5.10)
=

ϑ(n− 1)− ϑ(n− 2)

2cn − 2cn−1
, for x ∈ [2cn , 2cn + ε)

υ̂′(2cn + ε) =
ῡcn − ῡcn−1

2cn+1 − 2cn
(5.10)
=

ϑ(n)− ϑ(n− 1)

2cn+1 − 2cn
, for x ∈ [2cn + ε, 2cn+1)

, for n ≥ 2,

where υ̂′− denotes the left-derivative of υ̂. Moreover, υ̂ε and υ̂ are identical on [2cn + ε, 2cn+1 − ε]; recall (3). We
distinguish between the following cases:

• Let x ∈ [2cn , 2cn + ε), for n ≥ 2:
On the one hand,

υ̂′ε(x)

υ̂ε(x)
≤
υ̂′−(2

cn)

υ̂ε(2cn)

(5.27)
≤

υ̂′−(2
cn)

υ̂(2cn)− 2−4
=

ϑ(n− 1)− ϑ(n− 2)

(ϑ(n− 1)− 2−4)(2cn − 2cn−1)
(5.9)
<

1

2(ϑ(n − 1)− 2−4)(2cn − 2cn−1)
. (5.22)

On the other hand,

−
g′(x)

g(x)
=

∣∣1− 2

p

∣∣ 1
x
≥

∣∣1− 2

p

∣∣ 1

2cn + ε
. (5.23)

Comparing the right-hand sides of the inequalities (5.22) and (5.23), we have

1

2(ϑ(n − 1)− 2−4)(2cn − 2cn−1)
<

∣∣1− 2

p

∣∣ 1

2cn + ε
⇔

2cn + ε

2cn − 2cn−1
<

∣∣1− 2

p

∣∣2(ϑ(n− 1)− 2−4).

Now, we observe that the last inequality is certainly true for finally all values of n, since limn→∞ ϑ(n) = ∞,

[1,∞) ∋ x 7−→ 1
1−2−x ∈ (0, 2], i.e., the function is bounded by 2, and N\{1} ∋ n 7−→

ε

2cn − 2cn−1
∈ (0, 2−4],

i.e., the function is bounded by 2−4.38 In other words, for finally all n ∈ N, h′(x) < 0 for x ∈ (2cn + ε, 2cn+1 ].
• Let x ∈ (2cn + ε, 2cn+1 ], for n ≥ 2:

On the one hand, using that υ̂(2cn + ε) = υ̂ε(2
cn + ε) ≤ υ̂ε(x),

υ̂′ε(x)

υ̂ε(x)
≤
υ̂′(2cn + ε)

υ̂(2cn + ε)
=

υ̂′(2cn + ε)

ϑ(n− 1) + υ̂′(2cn + ε)ε
<
υ̂′(2cn + ε)

ϑ(n− 1)
=

ϑ(n)− ϑ(n− 1)

2cn+1 − 2cn

ϑ(n− 1)

=
ϑ(n)− ϑ(n− 1)

ϑ(n− 1)

1

2cn+1 − 2cn
<

1

2ϑ(n− 1)

1

2cn+1 − 2cn
. (5.24)

On the other hand,

−
g′(x)

g(x)
=

∣∣1− 2

p

∣∣ 1
x
≥

∣∣1− 2

p

∣∣ 1

2cn+1
. (5.25)

Comparing the right-hand sides of the inequalities (5.24) and (5.25), we have

1

2ϑ(n − 1)

1

2cn+1 − 2cn
<

∣∣1− 2

p

∣∣ 1

2cn+1
⇔

2cn+1

2cn+1 − 2cn
< 2

∣∣1− 2

p

∣∣ϑ(n− 1)

37We use the concavity of υ̂ε and υ̂
38We use the fact that ε < 1

23
and that cn+1 ≥ cn + 1 with c1 = 1; recall also the stronger assumption (5.8).
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⇔
1

1− 2cn−cn+1
< 2

∣∣1− 2

p

∣∣ϑ(n− 1).

Now, we observe that the last inequality is certainly true for finally all values of n, since limn→∞ ϑ(n) = ∞
and the function [1,∞) ∋ x 7−→ 1

1−2−x ∈ (0, 2], i.e., is bounded by 2. In other words, for finally all n ∈ N,
h′(x) < 0 for x ∈ (2cn + ε, 2cn+1 ].
(vi) Let p ∈ (0, 1). We can readily adapt the arguments of the previous case to this one. Essentially, nothing

changes apart from the substitution of the term 1 − 2
p

from the term 1 − 1
p
. For the appearing functions, all the

properties remain the same, especially for the power function [2c2 ,∞) ∋ y
g

7−→ y
1− 1

p ∈ (0,∞) its exponent
remains negative.

�

Lemma 5.2. Let Υ, resp. Υ̂, be the Young function associated to the right-derivative υ̂ε defined in (5.14) for

p ≥ 2 or (5.21) for p ∈ (0, 2), resp. υ̂ defined in (5.11). Then, the Young functions Υ and Υ̂ are equivalent, i.e.,
there exist C1, C2, x0 > 0 such that

Υ̂(C1x) ≤ Υ(x) ≤ Υ̂(C2x) for every x ≥ x0.

Moreover, Υ is finally submultiplicative, i.e., there exist C,R > 0 such that

Υ(xy) ≤ CΥ(x)Υ(y) for all x, y > R,

if and only if Υ̂ is finally submultiplicative.

Proof. We start be reminding the fact that the definitions (5.14) and (5.21) are identical on [2,∞). Hence, the
following arguments apply for both cases.

In order to prove that Υ and Υ̂ are equivalent we will compare their derivatives υ̂ε and υ̂. More precisely, from
Krasnosel’skii and Rutickii [18, Chapter I, Lemma 3.2, p.18] we need to check the existence and the positiveness
of the limit of their ratio. Indeed,

lim
x→∞

υ̂(x)

υ̂ε(x)
= 1,

where we used 0 ≤ υ̂(x)− υ̂ε(x) <
1
24

for every x ≥ 0, see (5.15), and that υ̂ε(x) ↑ ∞, as x ↑ ∞.
For the validity of the second statement, the reader may consult the comments following Krasnosel’skii and

Rutickii [18, Chapter I, Lemma 5.1, p30]. �

Lemma 5.3. There exists 0 < ε < 1
23

for which the bound (5.15) holds.

Proof. Let us define the auxiliary function

g(x) := υ̂(x)− υ̂ε(x), for x > 0.

Let x0 ∈ {2cn : n ∈ N}. Then for any such x0 we denote by λlx+ βl the representation of the affine part of υ̂
associated to the subinterval on the left of x0 and by λrx+βr the representation of the affine part of υ̂ associated
to the subinterval on the right of x0. Due to continuity of υ̂

λlx0 + βl = λrx0 + βr ⇔ βl − βr = (λr − λl)x0. (5.26)

Then, for 0 < ε < 1
23

g(x0) = υ̂(x0)− υ̂ε(x0) = (λlx0 + βl)−

∫

[−ε,0]
[λl(x0 + y) + βl]ηε(y)dy −

∫

[0,ε]
[λr(x0 + y) + βr]ηε(y)dy

=

∫

[−ε,ε]
[λl(x0 + y) + βl]ηε(y)dy −

∫

[−ε,0]
[λl(x0 + y) + βl]ηε(y)dy

−

∫

[0,ε]
[λr(x0 + y) + βr]ηε(y)dy

=

∫

[0,ε]
[(λl − λr)(x0 + y) + (βl − βr)]ηε(y)dy
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(5.26)
= (λl − λr)

∫

[0,ε]
yηε(y)dy ≥ 0,

given that λl ≥ λr. The quantity g(x0) can vanish only in the case λl = λr. Hence,

0 ≤ λl − λr ≤ max
{1

4
−

1

2(2c2 − 2)
, sup
n∈N

{
ῡcn+1 − ῡcn
2cn+1 − 2cn

−
ῡcn+2 − ῡcn+1

2cn+2 − 2cn+1
}
} (5.13)

≤
1

4

and given also that

lim
ε↓0

∫

[0,ε]
yηε(y)dy = 0,

we can chose 0 < ε < 1
23

such that
∫

[0,ε]
yηε(y)dy ≤

1

22
.

In total, we have

sup
{
υ̂(x0)− υ̂ε(x0) : x0 ∈ {2cn : n ∈ N}

}
<

1

24
. (5.27)

We will proceed to estimate the function g in the rest points of its domain:

• For x ∈ (1, 2− ε) ∪ (2 + ε, 2c2 − ε)∪
(⋃

k∈N(2
cn + ε, 2cn+1 − ε)

)
, which is the set considered in (3), we

have that g(x) = 0.
• For x ∈ (x0 − ε, x0] it holds

g(x) = υ̂(x)− υ̂ε(x) = λlx+ βl −

∫

[−ε,x0−x]
[λl(x+ y) + βl]ηε(y)dy −

∫

[x0−x,ε]
[λr(x+ y) + βr]ηε(y)dy

=

∫

[x0−x,ε]
[(λl − λr)(x+ y) + (βl − βr)]ηε(y)dy

(5.26)
= (λl − λr)

∫

[x0−x,ε]
[(x+ y)− x0]ηε(y)dy ≥ 0,

since (x+ y)− x0 ≥ 0 for y ∈ [x0 − x, ε] and the assumption on x. Moreover,

g′(x) = (λl − λr)

∫

[x0−x,ε]
ηε(y)dy + (λl − λr)xηε(x0 − x) + (−x)ηε(x0 − x)

= (λl − λr)

∫

[x0−x,ε]
ηε(y)dy > 0,

with limx↓x0−ε g(x) = 0 and limx↑x0 g(x) = g(x0). In other words, on (x0 − ε, x0] the function g attains its
maximum at x0.

• For x ∈ (x0, x0 + ε] it holds

g(x) = υ̂(x)− υ̂ε(x) = λrx+ βr −

∫

[−ε,x0−x]
[λl(x+ y) + βl]ηε(y)dy −

∫

[x0−x,ε]
[λr(x+ y) + βr]ηε(y)dy

=

∫

[−ε,x0−x]
[(λr − λl)(x+ y) + (βr − βl)]ηε(y)dy

(5.26)
= (λr − λl)

∫

[−ε,x0−x]
[(x+ y)− x0]ηε(y)dy ≥ 0,

since λr − λl ≤ 0, (x+ y)− x0 ≤ 0 for y ∈ [x0 − x, ε] and the assumption on x. Moreover,

g′(x) = (λr − λl)

∫

[x0−x,ε]
ηε(y)dy + (λr − λl)xηε(x0 − x) + (−x)ηε(x0 − x)

= (λr − λl)

∫

[x0−x,ε]
ηε(y)dy < 0,
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with limx↓x0 g(x) = g(x0) and limx↑x0+ε g(x) = g(x0). In other words, on [x0, x0+ ε] the function g attains its
maximum at x0.

Therefore, the function g is non-negative with

sup
x≥0

g(x) = sup
x0∈{2}∪{2cn :n∈N}

sup
x∈(x0−ε,x0+ε)

|υ̂(x)− υ̂ε(x)| = sup
x0∈{2}∪{2cn :n∈N}

|υ̂(x0)− υ̂ε(x0)| <
1

24
.

�

Lemma 5.4. For p ∈ (0, 2), we define

q :=
4

p
− 1 and x0(p) :=

( p

6(4 − p)

) p
4−2p

.

Then, x0(p) ∈ [0, 1] and for the function [0, 32 ] ∋ x
f
7→ xq, it holds f ′(x0(p)) =

1
6 .

Proof. It is easily verified that

f ′(x0) =
1

6
⇔ qx

q−1
0 =

1

6

(q>1)
⇔ x

q−1
0 =

1

6q
⇔x0 =

( 1

6q

) 1
q−1

=
( p

6(4− p)

) p
4−2p .

The point x0 lies, indeed, in the domain of f . In order to prove the last claim, we will initially prove that
(0, 2) ∋ p 7→ x0(p) ∈ (0,+∞) is a decreasing function. To this end, we will calculate its derivative, which is
given by

x′0(p) = x0(p)
( p

4− 2p
ln(

p

6(4 − p)
)
)′
.

Given that x0(p) > 0, for every p ∈ (0, 2), we proceed with the second factor only. Hence,

( p

4− 2p
ln(

p

6(4 − p)
)
)′

=
2 ln( p

6(4−p))(4− p) + 2− p

2(2− p)2(4− p)

The denominator is positive for every p ∈ (0, 2). The nominator remains negative in the same region of p, since
for p ∈ (0, 2)

2 ln(
p

6(4 − p)
)(4 − p) + 2− p < 2 ln(

p

6(4 − p)
)(4− p) + 4− p < (2 ln(

p

6(4 − p)
) + 1)(4− p) < 0.

Finally, we compute the limits

lim
p↓0

x0(p) = lim
p↓0

( p

6(4− p)

) p
4−2p = lim

p↓0
exp

( p

4− 2p
ln(

p

6(4− p)
)
)

= lim
z↓0

exp
(
z ln(z)

)
= 1

and

lim
p↑2

x0(p) = lim
p↑2

( p

6(4− p)

) p
4−2p = 0,

which in conjunction with the monotonicity proved above, verify our claim. �

5.3. Proof of Corollary 3.10.

Proof of Corollary 3.10. We will adopt the notation introduced in Lemma 3.6. The arguments presented below
hold for p > 0.

For notational convenience we define ῡ0 = 1
4 , ῡ 1

2
= 1

2 , so that the non-decreasing sequence (ῡn)n∈{0, 1
2
}∪N

associates to the right derivative ῡ. In view of the introduced notation, we have

Υ(x) ≤





ῡ0x, for x ∈ [0, 1]

ῡ0 + ῡ 1
2
(x− 1), for x ∈ (1, 2]

ῡ0 + ῡ 1
2
+

∑n−1
k=1 ῡk + ῡn(x− n), for x ∈ (n, n + 1]

.
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Following the arguments of the proof of [22, Lemme] and modifying them as in the proof of Proposition 3.5,
we can prove that for the Young function Υ associated to the right-derivative ῡ, it holds

lim
R→+∞

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R}
Υ(|z|p)mα(dz) = 0. (5.28)

Indeed, for c > 1 and k0 := min{k ∈ N : ῡ0 + ῡ 1
2
+

∑k
q=1 ῡq > c}

∫

{z:Υ(|z|p)>c}
Υ(|z|p)mα(dz) ≤

∞∑

k=k0

(ῡ0 + ῡ 1
2
+

k∑

q=1

ῡq)mα({k < |z|p ≤ k + 1})

= (ῡ0 + ῡ 1
2
+

k0∑

q=1

ῡq)mα({|z| > k0}) +
∞∑

k=k0+1

ῡkmα({|z|
p > k}). (5.29)

Let us choose an arbitrarily small δ > 0. Then, there exists n0 such that for n ≥ n0 ≥ 1 it holds ῡn
υn

< δ.

Bounding the right part of Inequality (5.29), we have for k0 > n0
39

(ῡ0 + ῡ 1
2
+

k0∑

q=1

ῡq)mα({k0 < |z|p ≤ k0 + 1}) +
∞∑

k=k0+1

ῡkmα({k < |z|p ≤ k + 1})

≤ (ῡ0 + ῡ 1
2
+

n0∑

q=1

ῡq)mα({|z|
p > k0}) + δ

k0∑

q=n0+1

υqmα({|z|
p > k0}) + δ

∞∑

k=k0+1

υkmα({|z|
p > k})

≤ (ῡ0 + ῡ 1
2
+

n0∑

q=1

ῡq)mα({|z|
p > k0}) + δ

∞∑

k=n0+1

υkmα({|z|
p > k}). (5.30)

From the proofs of Proposition 3.5 and Lemma 3.6 we have for the sequence (υn)n∈N

S := sup
α∈A

∞∑

n=1

υnmα({z : |z|p > k}) < +∞.

In total, in view of (3.5), which implies

lim
k→+∞

sup
α∈A

mα({z : |z|p > k}) = 0,

we have from (5.29), (5.30) and the above limit

lim
R→+∞

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|>R}
Υ(|z|p)mα(dz) ≤ (ῡ0 + ῡ 1

2
+

n0∑

q=1

ῡq) lim
k→+∞

sup
α∈A

mα({z : |z|p > k}) + δS = δS.

Since δ was chosen arbitrarily small, we have that the limit on the left hand side of the last inequality is indeed
0.

In view of the validity of (5.28) and recalling Proposition 3.5, there exists a Young function Ψ (with right
derivative ψ) such that

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≥1}
Ψ
(
Υ(|z|p)

)
mα(dz) < +∞.

Now, observing that υ̂ε(w) < ῡ(w), for every w ≥ 2, we can extract a point w0 > 2 such that

Υ(w) < Υ(w) for every w ≥ w0.

Therefore, we get

sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≥1}
Ψ
(
Υ(|z|p)

)
mα(dz)

39The reader may observe that limc→+∞ k0 = +∞.
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= sup
α∈A

{∫

{z:1≤|z|p≤w0}
Ψ
(
Υ(|z|p)

)
mα(dz) +

∫

{z:|z|p>w0}
Ψ
(
Υ(|z|p)

)
mα(dz)

}

≤ sup
α∈A

{∫

{z:1≤|z|p≤w0}
ψ
(
Υ(w0)

)
Υ(|z|p)mα(dz) +

∫

{z:|z|p>w0}
Ψ
(
Υ(|z|p)

)
mα(dz)

}

≤ ψ
(
Υ(w0)

)
sup
α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≥1}
Υ(|z|p)mα(dz) + sup

α∈A

∫

{z:|z|≥1}
Ψ
(
Υ(|z|p)

)
mα(dz)

}
< +∞.

where we have used that Ψ(x) ≤ xψ(x) and ψ is non-decreasing. �
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