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PATH-DEPENDENT HAMILTON–JACOBI EQUATIONS WITH

u-DEPENDENCE AND TIME-MEASURABLE HAMILTONIANS

ELENA BANDINIa,1 AND CHRISTIAN KELLERb,2

Abstract. We establish existence and uniqueness of minimax solutions for a
fairly general class of path-dependent Hamilton–Jacobi equations. In particu-
lar, the relevant Hamiltonians can contain the solution and they only need to
be measurable with respect to time. We apply our results to optimal control
problems of (delay) functional differential equations with cost functionals that
have discount factors and with time-measurable data. Our main results are
also crucial for our companion paper Bandini and Keller (2024), where non-
local path-dependent Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman equations associated to the
stochastic optimal control of non-Markovian piecewise deterministic processes
are studied.

Keywords: Path-dependent Hamilton–Jacobi equations; time-measurable Hamil-
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1. Introduction

We study path-dependent Hamilton–Jacobi equations of the form

∂tu(t, x) +H(t, x, u(t, x), ∂xu(t, x)) = 0, (t, x) ∈ [0, T )×D([0, T ],Rd),(1.1)

with time-measurable Hamiltonian, i.e., the mappings t 7→ H(t, x, y, z) only need
to be Borel-measurable. The path space D([0, T ],Rd) in (1.1) is the set of all right-
continuous functions from [0, T ] to R

d that have left limits. Important special cases
of (1.1) are Isaacs equations associated to differential games with history-dependent
data and Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) equations associated to optimal controls
problems involving (delay) functional differential equations. There exists already a
large body of literature for non-smooth solutions of those equations with continuous
Hamiltonians (see [9] and the references therein). Typically, C([0, T ],Rd) is used
as path space. But this difference is not material.
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The two most common notions of non-smooth solutions for path-dependent
Hamilton–Jacobi equations are viscosity solutions and minimax solutions. In fact,
for a large class of path-dependent equations but with continuous (!) Hamiltonians,
these two notions turn out to be equivalent (see [8]).1

Here, we work with minimax solutions. This helps a lot in our setting, where H
in (1.1) is time-measurable, as no change of notion is needed compared to the case of
H being continuous. Furthermore, we also extend the theory of minimax solutions
for path-dependent equations in [14] to the case of u-dependent Hamiltonians and
thereby provide a counterpart to the theory of minimax solutions for (non-path-
dependent) Hamilton–Jacobi equations with u-dependent Hamiltonians in [17] (see
also the references therein for earlier works but with more restrictive assumptions).

Viscosity solutions still play a useful role. They are utilized for the proof of our
comparison principle.2

Finally note that we choose D([0, T ],Rd) as path space and we work with rela-
tively weak assumptions for H (in particular, time-measurability) because doing so
is crucial for establishing well-posedness of non-local path-dependent partial differ-
ential equations in our companion paper [1] (see section 1.2 therein for details).

1.1. Further related literature. Results for viscosity solutions for (non-path-
dependent) equations with only time-measurable Hamiltonians were first published
in [10] (this work had also some influence for the proof of our comparison principle
in section 5). Further related early works are [13] and [3].

Minimax solutions for (non-path-dependent) equations with time-measurable
Hamiltonians were studied in [18–21]. Note that these works unlike ours require
positive homogeneity of the Hamiltonian with respect to the gradient.

In [16], a quite similar optimal control problem (compared to ours in section 7) is
studied. Besides being time-measurable, the coefficients in [16] can even be random.
Correspondingly, the controller minimizes an expected cost functional. However,
in order to prove uniqueness for the associated HJB equation, time-continuity is
required in contrast to our work. Moreover, we cover more general Hamilton–Jacobi
equations besides HJB equations.

1.2. A difficulty and its resolution. To prove a comparison principle for viscos-
ity solutions, it is typical to consider the doubled equation

∂tw +H(t, x, u, ∂xw) −H(t, x̃, v,−∂x̃w) = 0(1.2)

with w(t, x, x̃) = u(t, x) − v(t, x̃), where u is a viscosity sub- and v is a viscos-
ity supersolution (cf. [4, section 4]3). However, the lack of continuity of H in t
causes trouble. Possible ways to deal with this issue are to replace H(t, ·) in the
definition of test functions for viscosity subsolutions by expressions of the form

limδ↓0 δ
−1
∫ t+δ

t
H(s, ·) ds (cf. the treatment of the time-measurable operator A(t, ·)

in [4, Definition 4.1]) or of the form ess lims↓t H(s, ·) (cf. [15, Definition 4.2]). In
this work, we proceed with a different approach. Instead of the “naive” doubled
equation (1.2), we consider another doubled equation4 with a relatively abstract

1Note that we do not pursue here a generalization of those equivalence results in our setting.
2We use the same methodology for establishing existence and uniqueness for minimax solutions

with the help of viscosity solution techniques as in [4]: The “five-step-scheme” described on p. 2103
therein to be more precise.

3Note that there u and v are minimax semisolutions.
4See (5.2) in Definition 5.1.
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Hamiltonian, which is at least semi-continuous in time. Thereby, the difficulty due
to the time-measurability of H is circumvented. We do not know if a proof of
the comparison principle is possible if one proceeds along the previously mentioned
other “possible ways.”

1.3. Organization of the rest of the paper. Section 2 introduces the setting
(path space with topology) and some notation. In section 3, we give meaning to
the derivatives ∂tu and ∂xu in (1.1). Section 4 contains the definition of minimax
solution to terminal-value problems involving (1.1) as well as standing assumptions
for our data such as the Hamiltonian H . In section 5, a comparison principle for
(1.1) is established. In section 6, we establish a general existence result via Perron’s
method. Finally, in section 7, we consider an optimal control problem for (delay)
functional differential equations with time-measurable data and we show that the
value function is the unique minimax solution to the associated HJB equation.

2. Setting and notation

Let Ω := D([0, T ],Rd). We equip Ω with the supremum norm ‖·‖∞ and [0, T ]×Ω
with a pseudo-metric d∞ defined by

d∞((t, x), (s, x̃)) := |t− s|+ sup
0≤r≤T

|x(r ∧ t)− x̃(r ∧ s)| .

Given a set S ⊂ [0, T ], we write 1S for the corresponding indicator function, i.e.,
1S(t) = 1 if t ∈ S and 1S(t) = 0 if t ∈ [0, T ] \ S.

Given topological spaces E and F , we denote by C(E,F ) the set of all continuous
functions from E to F . In case F = R, we just write C(E). Similarly, we denote
by USC(E) the set of all upper semicontinuous (u.s.c.) functions from E to R and
by LSC(E) the set of all lower semicontinuous (l.s.c.) functions from E to R.

We write a · b = (a, b) for the inner product of two vectors a and b in R
d.

Given L ≥ 0, (s0, x0) ∈ [0, T )× Ω, define

XL(s0, x0) := {x ∈ Ω : x = x0 on [0, s0], x|[s0,T ] is absolutely continuous with

|x′(t)| ≤ L(1 + sup
s≤t

|x(s)|) a.e. on (t0, T )}.

Those sets of “Lipschitz-like” paths are very important. In particular, thanks to
their useful properties listed in the following remarks, they are helpful insofar they
circumvent difficulties coming from the lack of local compactness of Ω.

Remark 2.1. The sets XL(s0, x0) are compact in (Ω, ‖·‖∞) (see, e.g., Proposi-
tion 4.1 in [14] or Proposition 2.10 in [4]).

Remark 2.2. Let L ≥ 0 and (tn, xn) → (t0, x0) in [0, T ]×Ω as n → ∞. Then every
sequence (x̃n)n with x̃n ∈ XL(tn, xn), n ∈ N, has a subsequence that converges to
some x̃0 ∈ XL(t0, x0) (cf. Proposition 4.2 in [14] and Proposition 2.12 in [4]). For
a detailed proof, follow the approach of Lemma 1 on page 87 in [7].

3. Path derivatives

Our path derivatives are due to A. V. Kim (see [12] for a detailed exposition).

Definition 3.1. We write ϕ ∈ C1,1,1([0, T ]× Ω× Ω) if ϕ ∈ C([0, T ]× Ω× Ω) and
there are functions ∂tϕ ∈ C([0, T ]× Ω× Ω) and ∂xϕ, ∂x̃ϕ ∈ C([0, T ]× Ω× Ω,Rd),
called path derivatives of ϕ, such that, for every (t0, x0, x̃0) ∈ [0, T )×Ω×Ω, every
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pair (x, x̃) ∈ C([0, T ] × Ω) with (x, x̃)|[0,t0] = (x0, x̃0)|[0,t0] and (x, x̃)|[t0,T ] being
Lipschitz continuous, and every t ∈ (t0, T ], we have

ϕ(t, x, x̃)− ϕ(t0, x0, x̃0)

=

∫ t

t0

[∂tϕ(s, x, x̃) + x′(s) · ∂xϕ(s, x, x̃) + x̃′(s) · ∂x̃ϕ(s, x, x̃)] ds.

Remark 3.2. The path derivatives of any function in C1,1,1([0, T ] × Ω × Ω) are
uniquely determined (see, e.g., Remark 2.17 in [4]).

4. Minimax solutions

Fix functions H : [0, T ] × Ω × R × R
d → R and h : Ω → R. We consider the

terminal-value problem

−∂tu−H(t, x, u, ∂xu) = 0, (t, x) ∈ [0, T )× Ω,

u(T, x) = h(x), x ∈ Ω.
(4.1)

The following two assumptions are always in force.

Assumption 4.1. The function h is continuous.

Assumption 4.2. Suppose that H satisfies the following conditions.
(i) For a.e. t ∈ (0, T ), the function (x, y, z) 7→ H(t, x, y, z), Ω × R× R

d → R, is
continuous.

(ii) For every (x, y, z) ∈ Ω × R × R
d, the function t 7→ H(t, x, y, z), [0, T ] → R,

is Borel measurable.
(iii) There is a constant LH ≥ 0 such that, for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ), every x ∈ Ω, y ∈ R,

z, z̃ ∈ R
d,

|H(t, x, y, z)−H(t, x, y, z̃)| ≤ LH(1 + sup
s≤t

|x(s)|) |z − z̃| .

(iv) For every L ≥ 0, there exists a constant ML ≥ 0 such that, for every
(t0, x0) ∈ [0, T )× Ω, x, x̃ ∈ XL(t0, x0), y ∈ R, z ∈ R

d, and a.e. t ∈ (t0, T ),

|H(t, x, y, z)−H(t, x̃, y, z)| ≤ ML(1+ |y|+ |z|) sup
s≤t

|x(s)− x̃(s)| .

(v) For a.e. t ∈ (0, T ) and every (x, z) ∈ Ω× R
d, the function y 7→ H(t, x, y, z),

R → R, is non-increasing.
(vi) There is a constant CH ≥ 0 such that, for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ) and all (x, y) ∈ Ω×R,

|H(t, x, y, 0)| ≤ CH(1 + sup
s≤t

|x(s)|+ |y|).

Next, we introduce sets of paths needed in our definition of minimax solution.5

Given L ≥ 0, s0 ∈ [0, T ), x0 ∈ Ω, y0 ∈ R, and z ∈ R
d, define

YL(s0, x0, y0, z) := {(x, y) ∈ XL(s0, x0)× C([t0, T ]) :

y(t) = y0 +

∫ t

s0

[(x′(s), z)−H(s, x, y(s), z)] ds on [t0, T ]}.

5Note that without the u-dependence of H, the situation would be much easier. Only the sets
XL(s0, x0) (and not YL(s0, x0, y0, z)) would then be needed (see, e.g., [4, section 1.3]).
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Remark 4.3. Thanks to Assumption 4.2 (i) and (vi), the sets YL(s0, x0, y0, z) are
non-empty (cf. Proposition 2.13 (i) in [4]) and compact in (Ω × C([t0, T ]), ‖·‖∞)
(cf. Remark 2.1). Moreover, using additionally Assumption 4.2 (iii), one can show
that also the intersections YLH (s0, x0, y0, z) ∩ YLH (s0, x0, y0, z̃), z 6= z̃, are non-
empty (see, e.g., [17, pages 73-74] or [4, pages 2124-2125]).

Remark 4.4. Let L ≥ 0, z ∈ R
d, and (tn, xn, yn) → (t0, x0, y0) in [0, T ]× Ω × R

as n → ∞. Then every sequence (x̃n, ỹn)n in Ω × D([0, T ]) with (x̃n, ỹn|[tn,T ]) ∈
YL(tn, xn, yn, z), n ∈ N, has a subsequence that converges to some (x̃0, ỹ0) in (Ω×
D([0, T ]), ‖·‖∞) with (x̃0, ỹ0|[t0,T ]) ∈ YL(t0, x0, y0, z). This follows from Remark 2.2
and an appropriate adaption of the proof of Lemma 5 on page 8 in [7] to our setting.

Definition 4.5. Let L ≥ 0 and u : [0, T ]× Ω → R.
(i) u is a minimax L-supersolution of (4.1) if u ∈ LSC([0, T ]× Ω), if u(T, ·) ≥ h

on Ω, and if, for every (s0, x0, z) ∈ [0, T )×Ω×R
d, and every y0 ≥ u(s0, x0), there

exists an (x, y) ∈ YL(s0, x0, y0, z) such that y(t) ≥ u(t, x) for each t ∈ [s0, T ].
(ii) u is a minimax L-subsolution of (4.1) if u ∈ USC([0, T ]× Ω), if u(T, ·) ≤ h

on Ω, and if, for every (s0, x0, z) ∈ [0, T )×Ω×R
d, and every y0 ≤ u(s0, x0), there

exists an (x, y) ∈ YL(s0, x0, y0, z) such that y(t) ≤ u(t, x) for each t ∈ [s0, T ].
(iii) u is a minimax L-solution of (4.1) if it is both a minimax L-supersolution

and a minimax L-subsolution of (4.1).

Remark 4.6. Notice that classical solutions are minimax solutions. We sketch
some of the arguments (adapted from [17, section 2.4 ]). Assume that H is contin-
uous and that u is a classical solution of (4.1), i.e., u ∈ C1,1([0, T ]×Ω) (this space
is an obvious modification6 of Definition 3.1) and, for every (t, x) ∈ [0, T )× Ω,

−∂tu(t, x)−H(t, x, u(t, x), ∂xu(t, x)) = 0.

We will show that u is a minimax LH-supersolution of (4.1) with the slight mod-
ification that instead of y0 ≥ u(s0, x0) in Definition 4.5 (i), we only require to
consider the case y0 = u(s0, x0). To this end, fix (s0, x0, z) ∈ [0, T )× Ω× R

d and
let y0 = u(s0, x0). Let x be a solution of

x′(t) =

{
H(t,x,u(t,x),∂xu(t,x))−H(t,x,u(t,x),z)

|∂xu(t,x)−z|2
· (∂xu(t, x)− z) if u(t, x) 6= z,

0 if u(t, x) = z
.

a.e. on (s0, T ) with initial condition x(t) = x0(t) for every t ∈ [0, s0]. Note that
x ∈ X (LH)(s0, x0) according to Assumption 4.2. Let y be a solution of

y′(t) = (x′(t), z)−H(t, x, u(t, x), z) a.e. on (s0, T )

with initial condition y(s0) = y0. Since

d

dt
u(t, x) =

d

dt

∫ t

s0

∂tu(s, x) + (x′(s), ∂xu(s, x)) ds

= −H(t, x, u(t, x), ∂xu(t, x)) + (x′(t), ∂xu(t, x)− z) + (x′(t), z)

= −H(t, x, u(t, x), z) + (x′(t), z) = y′(t),

we have (x, y) ∈ Y(LH)(s0, x0, y0, z) and y(t) = u(t, x) for all t ∈ [s0, T ]. Hence, u
is a minimax LH-supersolution of (4.1) (in the slightly modified sense specified at
the beginning of this remark).

6Just assume that (t, x, x̃) 7→ u(t, x) ∈ C1,1,1([0, T ]× Ω).
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The next lemma provides an equivalent criterion for a function to be a minimax
supersolution. A corresponding statement holds for minimax subsolutions.

Lemma 4.7. A function u : [0, T ] × Ω → R is a minimax L-supersolution of

(4.1) if and only if u ∈ LSC([0, T ] × Ω), u(T, ·) ≥ h, and, for each (s0, x0, z) ∈
[0, T )×Ω×R

d, y0 ≥ u(s0, x0), and t ∈ (s0, T ], there is an (x, y) ∈ YL(s0, x0, y0, z)
such that y(t) ≥ u(t, x).

Proof. We only prove the non-trivial direction. We proceed along the lines of the
proof of Lemma 3.6 in [4]. Fix (s0, x0, z) ∈ [0, T ) × Ω × R

d and y0 ≥ u(s0, x0).
Given is the following:

∀(s1, x1) ∈ [s0, T )× Ω : ∀y1 ≥ u(s1, x1) : ∀t ∈ (s0, T ] :

∃(x, y) ∈ YL(s1, x1, y1, z) : y(t) ≥ u(t, x).
(4.2)

We have to establish the existence of a pair (x, y) ∈ YL(s0, x0, y0, z) independent
from t such that y ≥ u(·, x) on (s0, T ). To this end, consider a sequence (πm)m of
dyadic partitions of [s0, T ] with πm : s0 = tm0 < tm1 < · · · < tm

n(m) = T , m ∈ N,

and supi(t
m
i+1 − tmi ) → 0 as m → ∞. By (4.2), there exists, for each m ∈ N, a

finite sequence (xm
i , ymi )

n(m)
i=1 such that we have (xm

1 , ym1 ) ∈ YL(s0, x0, y0, z) with
ym1 (tm1 ) ≥ u(tm1 ), xm

1 ) and, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n(m) − 1}, we have (xm
i+1), y

m
i+1) ∈

YL(tmi , xm
i , ymi (tmi ), z) with ymi+1(t

m
i+1) ≥ u(tmi+1, x

m
i+1). Using those sequences, we

define pairs (xm, ym) ∈ YL(s0, x0, y0, z), m ∈ N, by

xm(t) =

{

x0 if 0 ≤ t ≤ s0,

xm
i (t) if tmi−1 < t ≤ tmi ,

and ym(t) =

{

y0 if t = s0,

ymi (t) if tmi−1 < t ≤ tmi .

By compactness7 of YL(s0, x0, y0, z) (Remark 4.3), we can, without loss of general-
ity, assume that (xm, ym)m converges uniformly to a pair (x0, y0) ∈ YL(s0, x0, y0, z).
Let t ∈ (s0, T ]. Then there is a sequence (sm)m in (s0, T ] with sm ∈ πm, m ∈ N,
that converges to t. Thus y0(t) = limm ym(sm) ≥ lim infm u(sm, xm) ≥ u(t, x0)
thanks to the lower semi-continuity of u. This concludes the proof. �

5. Comparison principle

First, we introduce viscosity solutions for a suitable doubled equation (equa-
tion (5.2) below instead of the “naive” doubled equation (1.2)). Next, we establish
connections between minimax solutions of (4.1) and those viscosity solutions. Fi-
nally, we prove a comparison principle for our doubled equation, which immediately
leads to a comparison principle between minimax sub- and supersolutions of (4.1).

We start by defining spaces of test functions, which are needed for our notion
of viscosity solutions: Given L ≥ 0, (s0, x0, x̃0) ∈ [0, T ) × Ω × Ω, and a function
w : [0, T ]× Ω× Ω → R, let

ALw(s0, x0, x̃0) := {ϕ ∈ C1,1,1([s0, T ]× Ω× Ω) : ∃T0 ∈ (t0, T ] :

0 = (ϕ− w)(s0, x0, x̃0) = inf{(ϕ− w)(t, x, x̃) :

(t, x, x̃) ∈ [s0, T0] ∈ XL(s0, x0)×XL(s0, x̃0)}}.
(5.1)

The next definition is vaguely inspired by [10].

7Note that Assumption 4.2 (vi) prevents a possible blow up of ym as m → ∞.
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Definition 5.1. Fix L ≥ 0 and a function Υ : [0, T ] × Ω → R. Let ML be the
constant from Assumption 4.2 (iv). A function w : [0, T ] × Ω × Ω → R is an
L-viscosity subsolution of

max{w, 0} ·
[

∂tw +ML (1+ |Υ|+ |∂xw|) supt≤s |x(t) − x̃(t)|

+LH

(
1 + supt≤s |x̃(t)|

)
|∂xw + ∂x̃w|

]

= 0
(5.2)

on [0, T )×Ω×Ω with parameter Υ if w is u.s.c. and, for every (s, x, x̃) ∈ [0, T )×Ω×Ω

and every test function ϕ ∈ ALw(s, x, x̃), we have

∂tϕ(s, x, x̃) +ML (1+ |Υ(s, x)|+ |∂xϕ(s, x, x̃)|) sup
t≤s

|x(t)− x̃(t)|

+LH

(
1 + supt≤s |x̃(t)|

)
|∂xϕ(s, x, x̃)+∂x̃ϕ(s, x, x̃)| ≥ 0

(5.3)

whenever w(s, x, x̃) > 0.

Lemma 5.2. Let L ≥ 0, u be a minimax L-subsolution and v be a minimax L-
supersolution of (4.1). Then (t, x, x̃) 7→ w(t, x, x̃) := u(t, x) − v(t, x̃), [0, T ]× Ω ×
Ω → R, is a viscosity L-subsolution of (5.2) with parameter Υ = u.

Proof. Let (s0, x0, x̃0) ∈ [0, T ) × Ω × Ω, w(s0, x0, x̃0) > 0, ϕ ∈ ALw(s0, x0, x̃0),
and T0 ∈ (s0, T ] such that (5.1) holds. Let y0 := u(s0, x0), ỹ0 := v(s0, x0), z :=
∂xϕ(s0, x0, x̃0), and z̃ := −∂x̃ϕ(s0, x0, x̃0). By the minimax semisolution properties
of u and v, there exist (x, y) ∈ YL(s0, x0, y0, z) and (x̃, ỹ) ∈ YL(s0, x̃0, ỹ0, z̃), such
that, for every t ∈ [s0, T ],

[u(t, x)− y0]− [v(t, x̃)− ỹ0] ≥ [y(t)− y0]− [ỹ(t)− ỹ0]

=

∫ t

s0

[(x′(s), z)−H(s, x, y(s), z)− (x̃′(s), z̃) +H(s, x̃, ỹ(s), z̃)] ds.
(5.4)

By (5.1), (ϕ−w)(s0, x0, x̃0) ≤ (ϕ−w)(t, x, x̃) for every t ∈ [s0, T0]. Thus, the chain
rule applied to ϕ together with (5.4) yields

∫ t

s0

[∂tϕ(s, x, x̃) + (x′(s), ∂xϕ(s, x, x̃)) + (x̃′(s), ∂x̃ϕ(s, x, x̃))] ds

≥ w(t, x, x̃)− w(s0, x0, x̃0)

≥
∫ t

s0

[(x′(s), z)− (x̃′(s), z̃)−H(s, x, y(s), z) +H(s, x̃, ỹ(s), z̃)] ds

for every t ∈ [s0, T0]. Next, let δ > 0 be sufficiently small such that y(s) > ỹ(s) for
all s ∈ [s0, s0 + δ]. This is possible because w(s0, x0, x̃0) > 0 and the functions y

7



and ỹ are continuous. Hence, by Assumption 4.2,

0 ≤
∫ s0+δ

s0

[

∂tϕ(s, x, x̃) +H(s, x, y(s), z)−H(s, x̃, ỹ(s), z̃)

+ (x′(s), ∂xϕ(s, x, x̃)− z) + (x̃′(s), ∂x̃ϕ(s, x, x̃) + z̃)
]

ds

≤
∫ s0+δ

s0

{

∂tϕ(s, x, x̃) + [H(s, x, y(s), z)−H(s, x̃, y(s), z)]

+ [H(s, x̃, y(s), z)−H(s, x̃, y(s), z̃)]

+ [H(s, x̃, y(s), z̃)−H(s, x̃, ỹ(s), z̃)]

+ (x′(s), ∂xϕ(s, x, x̃)− z) + (x̃′(s), ∂x̃ϕ(s, x, x̃) + z̃)
}

ds

≤
∫ s0+δ

s0

{

∂tϕ(s, x, x̃) +ML(1 + |y(s)|+ |z|) sup
t≤s

|x(t)− x̃(t)|

+ LH(1 + sup
t≤s

|x̃(t)|) |z − z̃|+ 0

+ (x′(s), ∂xϕ(s, x, x̃)− z) + (x̃′(s), ∂x̃ϕ(s, x, x̃) + z̃)
}

ds.

(5.5)

Finally, dividing (5.5) by δ and letting δ ↓ 0 yields (5.3). �

Theorem 5.3. Fix L ≥ 0. Let w : [0, T ]×Ω×Ω → R be a viscosity L-subsolution
of (5.2) with an upper semi-continuous parameter Υ. Suppose that w(T, x, x) ≤ 0
for every x ∈ Ω. Then w(t, x, x) ≤ 0 for every (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× Ω.

Proof. Assume that there is a point (s0, x0) ∈ [0, T )× Ω such that

M0 := w(s0, x0, x0) > 0.

Proceeding along the lines of the proof of Theorem 4.2 in [4], we will obtain a
contradiction. The main difference compared to [4] is the choice of a different
penalty functional. Here, we use Ψ : [s0, T ]× Ω× Ω → R defined by

Ψ(s, x, x̃) :=







sup
t≤s

|x(t)−x̃(t)|2−|x(s)−x̃(s)|2

sup
t≤s

|x(t)−x̃(t)|2
+ |x(s) − x̃(s)|2 if sup

t≤s

|x(t)− x̃(t)| > 0,

0 otherwise.

This functional has been introduced in [22] (see also [9] for further details). By the
arguments in [9, Appendix B], one can deduce that Ψ ∈ C1,1,1([s0, T ]×Ω×Ω) with
derivatives ∂tΨ(s, x, x̃) = 0 and

∂xΨ(s, x, x̃) = −∂x̃Ψ(s, x, x̃)

=







(

2−
4 sup

t≤s

|x(t)−x̃(t)|2−|x(s)−x̃(s)|2

sup
t≤s

|x(t)−x̃(t)|2

)

· [x(s) − x̃(s)] if sup
t≤s

|x(t)− x̃(t)| > 0,

0 otherwise.

Given ε > 0, define Φε : [s0, T ]× Ω× Ω → R by

Φε(s, x, x̃) := w(s, x, x̃)− T − s

T − s0
· M0

2
− 1

ε
Ψ(s, x, x̃).
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Fix a point kε = (sε, xε, x̃ε) at which the u.s.c. map Φε attains a maximum on the
compact set K := [s0, T ]×XL(s0, x0)×XL(s0, x0). Note that

Mε := Φε(kε) ≥ Φε(s0, x0, x0) = w(s0, x0, x0)−
M0

2
=

M0

2
.

Thus

w(kε) ≥
M0

2
+

T − sε
T − s0

· M0

2
+

1

ε
Ψ(kε) ≥

M0

2
> 0.(5.6)

Moreover, sε < T if ε is sufficiently small (cf. Proposition 3.7 and its proof in [6]).
Define a map ϕε : [sε, T ]× Ω× Ω → R by

ϕε(s, x, x̃) := Mε +
T − s

T − s0
· M0

2
+

1

ε
Ψ(s, x, x̃).

Then ϕε ∈ ALw(kε) with corresponding time T0 = T because

ϕε(kε)− w(kε) =

=Mε
︷ ︸︸ ︷

w(kε)−
T − sε
T − s0

· M0

2
− 1

ε
Ψ(kε)

+
T − sε
T − s0

· M0

2
+

1

ε
Ψ(kε)− w(kε) = 0

≤ Mε − Φε(s, x, x̃) = Mε +
T − s

T − s0
· M0

2
+

1

ε
Ψ(s, x, x̃)− w(s, x, x̃)

= ϕε(s, x, x̃)− w(s, x, x̃)

for every (s, x, x̃) ∈ [sε, T ]×XL(sε, xε)×XL(sε, x̃ε). Note that

∂tϕε(s, x, x̃) = − M0

2(T − s0)
and ∂xϕε(s, x, x̃) = −∂x̃ϕε(s, x, x̃) =

1

ε
∂xΨ(s, x, x̃).

Consequently, since w is a viscosity L-subsolution of (5.2) and since (5.6) holds,

0 ≤ − M0

2(T − s0)
+ML

(

1 + |Υ(sε, xε)|+
1

ε
|∂xΨ(kε)|

)

· sup
t≤sε

|xε(t)− x̃ε(t)|

≤ − M0

2(T − s0)
+ M̃L

(

1 +
1

ε
|∂xΨ(kε)|

)

· sup
t≤sε

|xε(t)− x̃ε(t)|
(5.7)

for some constant M̃L > 0 independent from ε. The second line of (5.7) follows
from the upper semi-continuity of Υ and the compactness of XL(s0, x0). It remains
to note that (cf. [9, page S1102])

|∂xΨ(s, x, x̃)| ≤ 2 |x(s)− x̃(s)|
and also, by [22, Lemma 2.3],

3−
√
5

2
sup
t≤s

|x(t) − x̃(t)|2 ≤ Ψ(s, x, x̃) ≤ 2 sup
t≤s

|x(t) − x̃(t)|2

for every (s, x, x̃) ∈ [0, T ]× Ω × Ω. Then we can deduce, as in the proof of Theo-
rem 4.2 in [4], that

(

1 +
1

ε
|∂xΨ(kε)|

)

· sup
t≤sε

|xε(t)− x̃ε(t)| ≤
√

Ψ(kε) +
C

ε
Ψ(kε) → 0 as ε ↓ 0

for some constant C > 0, which contradicts (5.7). �

Lemma 5.2 and Theorem 5.3 immediately yield the following result.
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Corollary 5.4. Let L ≥ 0, u be a minimax L-subsolution and v be a minimax

L-supersolution of (4.1). Then u ≤ v on [0, T ]× Ω.

6. Existence

We show existence of minimax solutions via Perron’s method (see [2, section V.2]
regarding a corresponding treatment for non-continuous viscosity solutions in the
non-path-dependent case). More precisely, the scheme8 in [17, section 8] is adapted
to path-dependent Hamilton-Jacobi equations. In the case of Hamiltonians without
u-dependence, this has already been done in [14, section 7] (cf. also [4, section 5],
whose structure we follow here).

Definition 6.1. Let L ≥ 0 and u : [0, T ]× Ω → [−∞,∞].
(i) u is a non-continuous minimax L-supersolution of (4.1) if u(T, ·) = h on Ω

and, for every (t0, x0, z) ∈ [0, T )× Ω× R
d, y0 > u(t0, x0), and T0 ∈ (t0, T ],

inf
(x,y)∈YL(t0,x0,y0,z)

{u(T0, x)− y(T0)} ≤ 0.(6.1)

ii) u is a non-continuous minimax L-subsolution of (4.1) if u(T, ·) = h on Ω and,
for every (t0, x0, z) ∈ [0, T )× Ω× R

d, y0 < u(t0, x0), and T0 ∈ (t0, T ],

sup
(x,y)∈YL(t0,x0,y0,z)

{u(T0, x)− y(T0)} ≥ 0.(6.2)

(iii) u is a non-continuous minimax L-solution of (4.1) if it is both, a non-
continuous minimax L-super- and a non-continuous minimax L-subsolution of (4.1)

First, we establish existence of non-continuous minimax supersolutions. Follow-
ing [17, Proposition 8.6], we define functions µz

+ : [0, T ]× Ω × R → [−∞,∞] and

uz
+ : [0, T ]× Ω → [−∞,∞], z ∈ R

d, by

µz
+(t0, x0, y0) := sup

(x,y)∈Y(LH)(t0,x0,y0,z)

{h(x)− y(T )},

uz
+(t0, x0) := sup{r ∈ R : µz

+(t0, x0, r) ≥ 0}.

Lemma 6.2. Let z ∈ R
d. Then uz

+ is a non-continuous minimax LH-supersolution

of (4.1) and it is [−∞,∞)-valued.

Proof. (i) Boundary condition: Let t0 = T and x0 ∈ Ω. Since µz
+(T, x0, y0) =

h(x0)− y0 for all y0 ∈ R, we have uz
+(T, x0) = sup{r ∈ R : h(x0)− r ≥ 0} = h(x0).

(ii) Interior condition: Let (t0, x0, z̃) ∈ [0, T ) × Ω × R
d, y0 > uz

+(t0, x0), and

T0 ∈ (t0, T ]. Also pick a pair (x̃, ỹ) ∈ YLH (t0, x0, y0, z) ∩ YLH (t0, x0, y0, z̃). This
is possible according to Remark 4.3. To verify the interior minimax supersolution
property, it suffices to show that uz

+(T0, x̃) ≤ ỹ(T0). To this end, note first that
µz
+(t0, x0, y0) < 0 because otherwise uz

+(t0, x0) ≥ y0, which would contradict y0 >

8This scheme, which provides existence for minimax solutions, actually predates “Perron’s
method” for viscosity solutions introduced in [11] (we refer to the discussion in [17, section 10.8]
for more details).
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uz
+(t0, x0). Therefore

0 > µz
+(t0, x0, y0)

≥ sup{h(x)− y(T ) : (x, y) ∈ Y(LH)(t0, x0, y0, z)

and (x, y)|[0,T0] = (x̃, ỹ)|[0,T0]}
= sup{h(x)− y(T ) : (x, y) ∈ Y(LH)(T0, x̃, ỹ(T0), z)}
= µz

+(T0, x̃, ỹ(T0)).

(6.3)

Let us write uz
+(T0, x̃) = supR, where R := {r ∈ R : µz

+(T0, x̃, r) ≥ 0}. By (6.3),
ỹ(T0) 6∈ R. Note that, for every s ≥ 0, we have

µz
+(T0, x̃, ỹ(T0) + s) ≤ µz

+(T0, x̃, ỹ(T0))− s ≤ 0(6.4)

(this follows from Assumption 4.2 (v) and can be shown exactly as equation (8.4)
in [17]). Thus R ⊆ [−∞, ỹ(T0)), i.e., u

z
+(T0, x̃) ≤ ỹ(T0).

(iii) uz
+ is [−∞,∞)-valued: First, note that µz

+ is [−∞,∞)-valued due to the

compactness of the sets YL(t0, x0, y0, z) (Remark 4.3) and the continuity of h (As-
sumption 4.1). Now assume that uz

+(t0, x0) = ∞ for some (t0, x0) ∈ [0, T ]×Ω. Then
there is an increasing sequence (rn)n in R with µz

+(t0, x0, rn) ≥ 0 and rn → ∞ as
n → ∞. But, by (6.4),

0 ≤ µz
+(t0, x0, rn) = µz

+(t0, x0, r1 + (rn − r1)) ≤ µz
+(t0, x0, r1)− (rn − r1) → −∞

as n → ∞. This contradicts our assumption and thus concludes the proof. �

Define u0 : [0, T ]× Ω → [−∞,∞] by

u0(t, x) := inf{u(t, x) : u is a non-continuous minimax LH -supersolution of (4.1)}.
Proposition 6.3. The function u0 is a non-continuous minimax LH-solution of

(4.1) and it is R-valued.

Theorem 6.4. The function u0 is the unique minimax LH-solution of (4.1).

6.1. Proof of Proposition 6.3. The proof consists of four parts.
(i) u0 is R-valued: By the definition of u0 and Lemma 6.2, u0 is [−∞,∞)-

valued. To show that u0 is (−∞,∞]-valued, consider, following [17, Proposition 8.4]
functions µz

− : [0, T ]× Ω × R → [−∞,∞] and uz : [0, T ]× Ω → [−∞,∞], z ∈ R
d,

defined by

µz
−(t0, x0, y0) := inf

(x,y)∈Y(LH )(t0,x0,y0,z)
{h(x)− y(T )},

uz
−(t0, x0) := inf{r ∈ R : µz

−(t0, x0, r) ≤ 0}.
Fix z ∈ R

d. Note that one can show similarly as (6.4) that, for all s ≥ 0, we have

µz
−(t0, x0, y0 + s) ≤ µz

−(t0, x0, y0)− s,

i.e., uz
− is (−∞,∞]-valued (cf. part (iii) of the proof of Lemma 6.2). Next, let u

be an arbitrary non-continuous minimax LH -solution of (4.1). We show that, for
every (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× Ω, we have u(t, x) ≥ uz

−(t, x), which then immediately yields
u0(t, x) ≥ uz

−(t, x) > −∞. To see this, assume that u(t0, x0) < uz
−(t0, x0) for some

(t0, x0) ∈ [0, T ]× Ω. Then we can pick a y0 ∈ (u(t0, x0), u
z
−(t0, x0)) and thus, by

(6.1) with T0 = T and u(T, ·) = h, we have µz
−(t0, x0, y0) ≤ 0. But this implies

uz
−(t0, x0) ≤ y0 < uz

−(t0, x0). We can conclude that u0 is R-valued.
(ii) Boundary condition: By the definition of u0 and Definition 6.1, u0(T, ·) = h.
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(iii) Interior minimax supersolution property: Let (t0, x0, z) ∈ [0, T )× Ω × R
d,

y0 > u0(t0, x0), and T0 ∈ (t0, T ]. By the definition of u0 and Lemma 6.2, there ex-
ists a non-continuous minimax LH -supersolution u of (4.1) such that y0 > u(t0, x0).
Thus, for every n ∈ N, there is a pair (xn, yn) ∈ YLH (t0, x0, y0, z) such that
u(T0, xn) ≤ yn(T0) + n−1. Hence u0(T0, xn) ≤ yn(T0) + n−1, i.e., u0 is a non-
continuous minimax LH-supersolution of (4.1).

(iv) Interior minimax subsolution property: Let (t1, x1, z) ∈ [0, T ) × Ω × R
d,

y1 < u0(t1, x1), and T1 ∈ (t1, T ]. We need to show that

sup
(x,y)∈YLH (t1,x1,y1,z)

{u0(T1, x)− y(T1)} ≥ 0.(6.5)

To this end, we consider, following [17, Proposition 8.5], the functions µz : [0, T1]×
Ω× R → [−∞,∞] and uz : [0, T ]× Ω → [−∞,∞] defined by

µz(t0, x0, y0) := sup
(x,y)∈YLH (t0,x0,y0,z)

{u0(T1, x)− y(T1)},

uz(t0, x0) :=

{

sup{r ∈ R : µz(t0, x0, r) ≥ 0} if t0 ≤ T1,

u0(t0, x0) if t0 > T1.

Assume momentarily that

uz is a non-continuous minimax LH-supersolution of (4.1).(6.6)

Then, by the definition of u0, by part (i) of this proof, and by noting that t0 < T1,
we have −∞ < u0(t1, x1) ≤ uz(t1, x1) = sup{r ∈ R : µz(t1, x1, r) ≥ 0}. Thus,
recalling that y1 < u0(t1, x1), we can see that there exists an r1 ∈ (y0,∞) such that
µz(t1, x1, r1) ≥ 0 and then after showing similarly as (6.4) that

µz(t1, x1, y1 + (r1 − y1)) ≤ µz(t1, x1, y1)− (r1 − y0)

holds, we obtain (6.5). Hence, it remains to establish (6.6), which we do next.
(iv) (a) Boundary condition for uz:
Case 1. Let T1 = T . Then µz(T, x0, y0) = h(x0)−y0 and thus uz(T, x0) = h(x0).
Case 2. Let T1 < T . Then uz(T, x0) = u0(T, x0) = h(x0).
(iv) (b) Interior condition for uz: Fix (t0, x0) ∈ [0, T ) × Ω, y0 > uz(t0, x0),

z̃ ∈ R
d, and T0 ∈ (t0, T ]. We need to show

inf
(x,y)∈YLH (t0,x0,y0,z̃)

{uz(T0, x)− y(T0)} ≤ 0.(6.7)

Case 1. Let T1 < t0. Then u0 = uz on [t0, T ] and (6.7) follows from u0 being a
non-continuous minimax LH -supersolution of (4.1) (see part (iii) of this proof).

Case 2. Let T1 = t0. Then µz(t0, x0, r) = u0(t0, x0)− r. Thus u0 = uz on [t0, T ]
and (6.7) follows as in Case 1 of part (iv) (b) of this proof.

Case 3. Let t0 < T0 ≤ T1. To obtain (6.7), follow the proof of part (ii) of
Lemma 6.2 but replace h by u0(T1, ·) and T by T1.

Case 4. Let t0 < T1 ≤ T0. Then uz(T0, ·) = u0(T0, ·) and thus (6.7) follows by
noting that

inf
(x,y)∈YLH (t0,x0,y0,z̃)

{u0(T0, x)− y(T0)} ≤ inf
(x,y)∈YLH (T1,x̃,ỹ(T1),z̃)

{u0(T0, x)− y(T0)},

where (x̃, ỹ) ∈ YLH (t0, x0, z) ∩ YLH (t0, x0, z̃) (cf. Remark 4.3), and that u0 is a
a non-continuous minimax LH-supersolution of (4.1) (see part (iii) of this proof)
together with ỹ(T1) > u0(T1, x̃). Note that if the last inequality was not true, then
µz(t0, x0, y0) ≥ 0 and thus y0 ≤ uz(t0, x0), which would be a contradiction.
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This concludes the proof of Proposition 6.3. �

6.2. Proof of Theorem 6.4. Consider the u.s.c. envelope (u0)
∗ : [0, T ] × Ω →

[−∞,∞] and the l.s.c. envelope (u0)∗ : [0, T ]×Ω → [−∞,∞], which are defined by

(u0)
∗(t0, x0) := inf

δ>0
sup

(t,x)∈Oδ(t0,x0)

u0(t, x),

(u0)∗(t0, x0) := sup
δ>0

inf
(t,x)∈Oδ(t0,x0)

u0(t, x),

where Oδ(t0, x0) = {(t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × Ω : d∞((t0, x0), (tn, xn)) < δ}. We show
that (u0)∗ is a minimax LH -supersolution of (4.1) and (u0)

∗ is a minimax LH -
subsolution of (4.1). The comparison principle (Corollary 5.4) yields (u0)

∗ ≤ (u0)∗.
But, since, by definition, (u0)∗ ≤ u0 ≤ (u0)

∗ holds, we can conclude that u0 is a
minimax LH -subsolution of (4.1). Again, by Corollary 5.4, it is the only one.

Thus it remains to establish the minimax semisolution properties of the semi-
continuous envelopes of u0.

(i) (u0)
∗ is (−∞,∞]- and (u0)∗ is [−∞,∞)-valued: This follows from u0 being

R-valued (Proposition 6.3) and (u0)∗ ≤ u0 ≤ (u0)
∗.

(ii) (u0)
∗ is [−∞,∞)- and (u0)∗ is (−∞,∞]-valued: We only show that (u0)

∗ <
∞. The remaining part can be shown similarly. Let (t0, x0) ∈ [0, T ] × Ω and
(tn, xn)n be a sequence that converges to (t0, x0) with respect to d∞ such that
(u0)

∗(t0, x0) = limn u0(tn, xn). Fix z ∈ R
d. By the definition of u0 and Lemma 6.2,

we have limn u0(tn, xn) ≤ limn u
z
+(tn, xn) = limn rn for some sequence (rn)n in

R with µz
+(tn, xn, rn) ≥ 0. By Remark 4.3 and continuity of h, for each n ∈ N,

there is a pair (x̃n, ỹn) ∈ YLH (tn, xn, rn, z) such that µz
+(tn, xn, rn) = h(x̃n) −

ỹn(T ). Without loss of generality, we can, by Remark 2.2, assume that (x̃n)n
converges to some x̃0 ∈ XLH (t0, x0). Assume now for the sake of a contradiction
that (u0)

∗(t0, x0) = ∞. Then we can assume, without loss of generality, that (rn)n
is strictly increasing and strictly positive. This in turn implies the following. Given

n ∈ N, fix a solution y0n ∈ C([tn, T ]) of y
0
n(t) =

∫ t

tn
[(x̃′

n(s), z)−H(s, x̃n, y
0
n(s), z)] ds,

t ∈ [tn, T ]. Then, we have ỹn > y0n on (tn, T ), as otherwise, by continuity of y0n and
ỹn, there is a smallest time τn ∈ (tn, T ] such that ỹn(τ) = y0n(τn) and ỹn > y0n on
(tn, τn) but then

0 = ỹn(τ) − y0n(τn) = rn +

∫ τ

tn

[
H(s, x̃n, y

0
n(s), z)−H(s, x̃n, ỹn(s), z)

]
ds ≥ rn > 0

(cf. [17, page 72]), which is absurd. Using now ỹn > y0n together with h(x̃n) −
ỹn(T ) ≥ 0, we obtain

rn ≤ h(x̃n) +

∫ T

tn

[H(s, x̃n, ỹn(s), z)− (x̃′
n(s), z)] ds

≤ h(x̃n) +

∫ T

tn

[
H(s, x̃n, y

0
n(s), z)− (x̃′

n(s), z)
]
ds.

(6.8)

Note that, since (tn, xn, y
0
n(tn)) = (tn, xn, 0) → (t0, x0, 0) as n → ∞, we can,

thanks to Remark 4.4, assume that (x̃n,1[tn,T ] y
0
n) → (x̃0, y

0
0) as n → ∞ for some

y00 ∈ D([0, T ]) with (x̃0, y
0
0|[t0,T ]) ∈ YL(t0, x0, 0, z). Thus, letting n → ∞ in (6.8)

yields

∞ ≤ h(x̃0) +

∫ T

t0

[
H(s, x̃0, y

0
0(s), z)− (x̃′

0(s), z)
]
ds < ∞,
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which is absurd.9 Therefore, (u0)
∗ < ∞.

(iii) Boundary conditions: We only show (u0)
∗(T, ·) ≤ h. Proving (u0)∗ ≥ h

can be done similarly. Let x0 ∈ Ω and (tn, xn)n be a sequence in [0, T ] × Ω that
converges to (T, x0) and that satisfies limn u0(tn, xn) = (u0)

∗(T, x0). For each
n ∈ N, there is, by Proposition 6.3, an (x̃n, ỹn) ∈ YLH (tn, xn, u0(tn, xn) − 1/n, z)
such that ỹn(T ) ≤ u0(T, x̃n) = h(x̃n). By Remark 4.4, we can assume that the
sequence (x̃n, t 7→ 1[tn,T ](t) ỹn(t))n converges in (Ω × D([0, T ]), ‖·‖∞) to a pair

(x̃, ỹ) with (x̃, ỹ|{T}) ∈ YLH (T, x0, (u0)
∗(T, x0), z), i.e., ỹ(T ) = (u0)

∗(T, x0) and
x̃ = x0. Thus (u0)

∗(T, x0) = limn ỹn(T ) ≤ limn h(x̃n) = h(x0) thanks to the
continuity of h (Assumption 4.1).

(iv) Interior conditions: We only establish the minimax LH -subsolution property
of (u0)

∗. Our argument is very close to [17, page 78]. Let (t0, x0, z) ∈ [0, T )×Ω×R
d,

y0 ≤ (u0)
∗(t0, x0), and T0 ∈ (t0, T ]. Let (tn, xn)n be a sequence in [0, T )× Ω that

converges to (t0, x0) and satisfies limn u0(tn, xn) = (u0)
∗(t0, x0) and tn < T0 for

every n ∈ N. Next, put yn := u0(tn, xn) − 1/n + y0 − (u0)
∗(t0, x0), n ∈ N, so

that yn < u0(tn, xn) and (tn, xn, yn) → (t0, x0, y0) as n → ∞. By Proposition 6.3,
u0 is a non-continuous minimax LH -subsolution of (4.1) and thus we obtain from
yn < u0(tn, xn), n ∈ N, the existence of a pairs (x̃n, ỹn) ∈ YL(tn, xn, yn, z) that
satisfy ỹn(T0)−1/n ≤ u0(T0, x̃n). By Remark 4.4 and limn(tn, xn, yn) = (t0, x0, y0),
we can assume that (x̃n, t 7→ 1[tn,T ](t) ỹn(t))n converges in (Ω×D([0, T ]), ‖·‖∞) to

some pair (x̃, ỹ) with (x̃, ỹ|[t0,T ]) ∈ YLH (t0, x0, y0, z). Thus

ỹ(T0) = lim
n

ỹn(T0) ≤ lim sup
n

u0(T0, x̃n) ≤ (u0)
∗(T0, x̃).

By Lemma 4.7 (or, more precisely, its counterpart for minimax subsolutions), the
minimax LH -subsolution property of (u0)

∗ has been established.
This concludes the proof of Theorem 6.4. �

7. Optimal control with discount factors

Let A be a topological space. Suppose that A is the countable union of compact
metrizable subsets of A (cf. Chapter 21 of [5]). Let A be the set of all Borel
measurable functions from [0, T ] to A. Further data for our control problem are
functions f : [0, T ]×Ω×A → R

d, λ : [0, T ]×Ω×A → R+, ℓ : [0, T ]×Ω×A → R,
and h : Ω → R.

Assumption 7.1. Suppose that f , λ, ℓ, and h satisfy the following conditions.
(i) For a.e. t ∈ [0, T ], the map (x, y, z) 7→ (f, λ, ℓ)(x, a), Ω×A → R

d × R+ × R,
is continuous. Furthermore, h is continuous.

(ii) For every (x, a) ∈ Ω×A, the map t 7→ (f, λ, ℓ)(t, x, a), [0, T ] → R
d×R+×R,

is Borel measurable.
(iii) There are constants Cf , Cλ ≥ 0 such that, for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ) and each x ∈ Ω,

sup
a∈A

(|f(t, x, a))|+ |ℓ(t, x, a)|) ≤ Cf (1 + sup
s≤t

|x(s)|) and sup
a∈A

|λ(t, x, a)| ≤ Cλ.

(iv) There is a constant Lf ≥ 0 such that, for a.e. t ∈ (0, T ) and every x, x̃ ∈ Ω,

sup
a∈A

(|f(t, x, a)− f(t, x̃, a))|+ |ℓ(t, x, a)− ℓ(t, x̃, a))|+ |λ(t, x, a) − λ(t, x̃, a)|)

9Alternatively, one can estimate H by using z = 0 and Assumption 4.2 (vi) to obtain ∞ ≤

C < ∞ for some constant C.
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≤ Lf sup
s≤t

|x(s)− x̃(s)| .

For each (t0, x0, α) ∈ [0, T )× Ω×A, let φt0,x0,α = φ be the solution of

φ′(t) = f(t, φ, α(t)) a.e. on (t0, T ), φ(t) = x0(t) on [0, t0].

Moreover, define, for each (s, x, a) ∈ [0, T )× Ω×A and t ∈ [s, T ],

λs,x,a(t) := λ(t, φs,x,a, a(t)),

χs,x,a(t) := exp

(

−
∫ t

s

λs,x,a(r) dr

)

,

ℓs,x,a(t) := ℓ(t, φs,x,a, a(t)).

Our goal is to show that the value function v : [0, T ]× Ω → R defined by

v(s, x) := inf
a∈A

[
∫ T

s

χs,x,a(t) ℓs,x,a(t) dt+ χs,x,a(T )h(φs,x,a)

]

(7.1)

is a minimax solution of

−∂tu(t, x)−H(t, x, u(t, x), ∂xu(t, x)) = 0, (t, x) ∈ [0, T )× Ω,

u(T, x) = h(x), x ∈ Ω,
(7.2)

where H : [0, T ]× Ω× R× R
d → R is defined by

H(t, x, y, z) := ess inf
a∈A

[ℓ(t, x, a) + (f(t, x, a), z)− λ(t, x, a) y] .(7.3)

Remark 7.2. Suppose that Assumption 7.1 holds. One can show that H defined
by (7.3) satisfies Assumption 4.2 with LH = Cf and ML independent from L.

The dynamic programming principle holds. Its proof is standard and is omitted.

Proposition 7.3. If 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T and x ∈ Ω, then

v(s, x) = inf
a∈A

[∫ t

s

χs,x,a(r) ℓs,x,a(r) dr + χs,x,a(t) v(t, φs,x,a)

]

.

Proposition 7.4. For each L ≥ 0 and x0 ∈ Ω, there is a CL,x0 ≥ 0, such that

0 ≤ t0 ≤ t1 ≤ T and x, x̃ ∈ XL(t0, x0) imply |v(t0, x)− v(t1, x)| ≤ CL,x0(t1 − t0)
and |v(t0, x)− v(t0, x̃)| ≤ CL,x0 sups≤t0

|x(s) − x̃(s)|. Moreover, v is continuous.

Proof. Proceed as in the proof of Theorem 7.4 in [4]. �

Lemma 7.5. Let u be a minimax Lf -subsolution. Let v be the value function

defined by (7.1). Then the function (t, x, x̃) 7→ w(t, x, x̃) := u(t, x)−v(t, x̃), [0, T ]×
Ω× Ω → R, is a viscosity Cf -subsolution of (5.2) with parameter Υ = u.

Proof. Fix (s0, x0, x̃0) ∈ [0, T )×Ω×Ω and ϕ ∈ A(Cf )w(s0, x0, x̃0) with correspond-
ing time T0 ∈ (s0, T ]. Let w(s0, x0, x̃0) > 0. Put

y0 := u(s0, x0), ỹ0 := v(s0, x0), z := ∂xϕ(s0, x0, x̃0), z̃ := −∂x̃ϕ(s0, x0, x̃0).

Also, for every a ∈ A, put

φa := φs0,x̃0,a, λa := λs0,x̃0,a, χa := χs0,x̃0,a, ℓa := ℓs0,x̃0,a, fa := f(·, φa, a(·)).
15



First note that, due to the minimax Cf -subsolution property of u, we can fix a pair
(x, y) ∈ YCf (s0, x0, y0, z) such that, for all t ∈ [s0, T ], we have

u(t, x)− y0 ≥ y(t)− y0 =

∫ t

s0

[(x′(s), z)−H(s, x, y(s), z)] ds.(7.4)

Next, let δ ∈ (0, T0 − s0] and let ε > 0. By Proposition 7.3, there exists a control
a = aδ,ε ∈ A such that

ỹ0 = v(s0, x0) > χa(s0 + δ) v(s0 + δ, φa) +

∫ s0+δ

s0

χa(s) ℓa(s) ds− δ ε.

Thus

− [v(s0 + δ, φa)− ỹ0]

> −δ ε+ [χa(s0 + δ)− 1] v(s0 + δ, φa) +

∫ s0+δ

s0

χa(s) ℓa(s) ds

= −δ ε+

∫ s0+δ

s0

{

[−λa(s)]χa(s) v(s0 + δ, φa) + χa(s) ℓa(s)
}

ds.

(7.5)

Now we use the test function property of ϕ, i.e., we have (ϕ − w)(s0, x0, x̃0) ≤
(ϕ− w)(s0 + δ, x, φa), which together with (7.4) and (7.5) yield

∫ s0+δ

s0

[∂tϕ(s, x, φ
a) + (x′(s), ∂xϕ(s, x, φ

a)) + (fa(s), ∂x̃ϕ(s, x, φ
a))] ds

= ϕ(s0 + δ, x, φa)− ϕ(s0, x0, x̃0)

≥ [u(s0 + δ, x)− v(s0 + δ, φa)]− [y0 − ỹ0]

>

∫ s0+δ

s0

[(x′(s), z)−H(s, x, y(s), z)− λa(s)χa(s) v(s0 + δ, φa) + χa(s) ℓa(s)] ds

− δ ε.

Consequently,

−δ ε <

∫ s0+δ

s0

{

∂tϕ(s, x, φ
a) +H(s, x, y(s), z)− [ℓa(s) + (fa(s), z̃)− λa(s) ỹ0]

+ (x′(s), ∂xϕ(s, x, φ
a)− z) + (fa(s), z̃ + ∂x̃ϕ(s, x, φ

a))

+ [1− χa(s)] ℓa(s) + λa(s)χa(s) v(s0 + δ, φa)− λa(s) ỹ0

}

ds

≤
∫ s0+δ

s0

{

∂tϕ(s, x, φ
a) +H(s, x, y(s), z)−H(s, φa, ỹ0, z̃)

+ (x′(s), ∂xϕ(s, x, φ
a)− z) + (fa(s), z̃ + ∂x̃ϕ(s, x, φ

a))
}

ds

+ Ia(s0 + δ) + Ja(s0 + δ),

where

Ia(s0 + δ) :=

∫ s0+δ

s0

[1 − χa(s)] ℓa(s) ds =

∫ s0+δ

s0

[∫ s

s0

λa(r)χa(r) dr

]

ℓa(s) ds,

Ja(s0 + δ) :=

∫ s0+δ

s0

[λa(s)χa(s) v(s0 + δ, φa)− λa(s) ỹ0] ds,
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=

∫ s0+δ

s0

{

λa(s) [χa(s)− 1] v(t, φa) + λa(s) v(s0 + δ, φa)− λa(s) ỹ0

}

ds

= Ja
1 (s0 + δ) + Ja

2 (s0 + δ),

Ja
1 (s0 + δ) :=

∫ s0+δ

s0

λa(s)

∫ s

s0

[−λa(r)χa(r)] dr ds · v(s0 + δ, φa), and

Ja
2 (s0 + δ) :=

∫ s0+δ

s0

λa(s) ds · [v(s0 + δ, φa)− ỹ0].

We estimate now those error terms. By Assumption 7.1,

|Ia(s0 + δ)| ≤ Cλ Cf (1 + sups≤s0+δ |φa(s)|) δ2 ≤ C1 δ
2

for some constant C1 that depends only on x̃0 because φa ∈ X (Cf )(s0, x̃0). By
Assumption 7.1 and Proposition 7.4,

|Ja
1 (s0 + δ)| ≤ C2

λ δ
2 |v(s0 + δ, φa)| ≤ C2 δ

2 and

|Ja
2 (s0, δ)| ≤ (Cλ δ) |v(s0 + δ, φa)− v(s0, φ

a)| ≤ C2 δ
2

for some constant C2 that depends only on x̃0. Therefore, for all sufficiently large

n ∈ N, we have, with x̃n := φaδ,ε |δ=ε=n−1 ,

− 1

n2
− C1 + 2C2

n2

≤
∫ s0+n−1

s0

[

∂tϕ(s, x, x̃
n) +H(s, x, y(s), z)−H(s, x̃n, ỹ0, z̃)

+ (x′(s), ∂xϕ(s, x, x̃
n)− z) + ((x̃n)′(s), z̃ + ∂x̃ϕ(s, x, x̃

n))
]

ds

≤
∫ s0+n−1

s0

[

∂tϕ(s, x, x̃
n) +ML(1 + |y(s)|+ |z|) sup

t≤s

|x(t) − x̃n(t)|

+ LH(1 + sup
t≤s

|x̃n(t)|) |z − z̃|+ 0

+ (x′(s), ∂xϕ(s, x, x̃)− z) + ((x̃n)′(s), ∂x̃ϕ(s, x, x̃
n) + z̃)

]

ds,

(7.6)

where the last inequality can be derived exactly as in (5.5). Finally, let x̃ be a
limit in X (Cf )(s0, x̃0) of a convergent subsequence (x̃nk)k of (x̃n)n such that also
((x̃nk)′)k converges weakly to x̃′ in L2(s0, T ;R

d). Replacing n by nk in (7.6) and
letting k → ∞ yields (5.3). This concludes the proof. �

Lemma 7.6. Let v be the value function defined by (7.1). Let u be a minimax Cf -

supersolution. Then the function (t, x, x̃) 7→ w(t, x, x̃) := v(t, x) − u(t, x̃), [0, T ]×
Ω× Ω → R, is a viscosity Cf -subsolution of (5.2) with parameter Υ = v.

Proof. Let (s0, x0, x̃0) ∈ [0, T ) × Ω × Ω. Let ϕ ∈ A(Cf )w(s0, x0, x̃0) with corre-
sponding time T0 ∈ (s0, T ]. Suppose that w(s0, x0, x̃0) > 0. Put

y0 := v(s0, x0), ỹ0 := u(s0, x̃0), z := ∂xϕ(s0, x0, x̃0), z̃ := −∂x̃ϕ(s0, x0, x̃0).

For every a ∈ A, set

φa := φs0,x0,a, λa := λs0,x0,a, χa := χs0,x0,a, ℓa := ℓs0,x0,a, fa := f(·, φa, a(·)).
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Since u is a minimax Cf -supersolution, there is a pair (x̃, ỹ) ∈ Y(Cf )(s0, x̃0, ỹ0, z̃)
such that, for all t ∈ [s0, T ], we have

u(t, x̃)− ỹ0 ≤ ỹ(t)− ỹ0 =

∫ t

s0

[(x̃′(s), z̃)−H(s, x̃, ỹ(s), z̃)] ds.(7.7)

Next, let δ ∈ (0, T0 − s0] and a ∈ A. By Proposition 7.3,

y0 = v(s0, x0) ≤ χa(s0 + δ) v(s0 + δ, φa) +

∫ s0+δ

s0

χa(s) ℓa(s) ds.

Thus

v(s0 + δ, φa)− y0 ≥ [1− χa(s0 + δ)] v(s0 + δ, φa)−
∫ s0+δ

s0

χa(s) ℓa(s) ds

=

∫ s0+δ

s0

[λa(s)χa(s) v(s0 + δ, φa)− χa(s) ℓa(s)] ds.

(7.8)

By (7.7), (7.8), and the test function property of ϕ,

∫ s0+δ

s0

[∂tϕ(s, φ
a, x̃) + (fa(s), ∂xϕ(s, φ

a, x̃)) + (x̃′(s), ∂x̃ϕ(s, φ
a, x̃))] ds

≥ [v(s0 + δ, φa)− u(s0 + δ, x̃)]− [y0 − ỹ0]

≥
∫ s0+δ

s0

[λa(s)χa(s) v(s0 + δ, φa)− χa(s) ℓa(s)− (x̃′(s), z̃) +H(s, x̃, ỹ(s), z̃)] ds.

Therefore,

∫ s0+δ

s0

{

∂tϕ(s, φ
a, x̃) + [ℓa(s) + (fa(s), z)− λa(s) y0]−H(s, x̃, ỹ(s), z̃)

+ (fa(s), ∂xϕ(s, φ
a, x̃)− z) + (x̃′(s), ∂x̃ϕ(s, φ

a, x̃) + z̃)
}

ds

≥
∫ s0+δ

s0

{

λa(s)χa(s) v(s0 + δ, φa)− λa(s) y0 + (1 − χa) ℓa(s)
}

ds

≥ −Cδ2

(7.9)

for some constant C > 0 independent from δ and a. The last inequality in (7.9)
can be shown exactly as the estimation of the terms Ia(s0 + δ) and Ja(s0 + δ) in
the proof of Lemma 7.5.

We continue now by proceeding similarly as in the Step 1 of proof of Theorem 6.7
in [15], i.e., we obtain, via a measurable selection argument (e.g., Theorem 21.3.4
in [5]), for every ε > 0 the existence of a control aε ∈ A such that

ℓa
ε

(s) + (faε

(s), z)− λaε

(s) y0 ≤ H(s, φaε

, y0, z) + ε a.e. in (s0, T0).

18



Thus, together with (7.9),

− Cδ2 − δε ≤
∫ s0+δ

s0

[

∂tϕ(s, φ
aε

, x̃) +H(s, φaε

, y0, z)−H(s, x̃, ỹ(s), z)

+ (faε

(s), ∂xϕ(s, φ
aε

, x̃)− z) + (x̃′(s), ∂x̃ϕ(s, φ
aε

, x̃) + z̃)
]

ds

≤
∫ s0+δ

s0

[

∂tϕ(s, φ
aε

, x̃) +ML(1 + |y0|+ |z|) sup
t≤s

∣
∣
∣φaε

(t)− x̃(t)
∣
∣
∣

+ LH(1 + sup
t≤s

|x̃(t)|) |z − z̃|

+ (faε

(s), ∂xϕ(s, φ
aε

, x̃)− z) + (x̃′(s), ∂x̃ϕ(s, φ
aε

, x̃) + z̃)
]

ds.

(7.10)

We refer to (5.5) for details regarding the last inequality. Finally, dividing (7.10) by
δ, letting δ ↓ 0, and noting that ε > 0 was arbitrary yields (5.3), which concludes
the proof. �

Theorem 7.7. The value function v is the unique minimax Cf -solution of (7.2).

Proof. By Theorem 6.4, there is a unique minimax Cf -solution u of of (7.2). By
Theorem 5.3 and Lemma 7.5, u ≤ v. By Theorem 5.3 and Lemma 7.6, v ≤ u. �
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