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AN EXTENDED VARIATIONAL SETTING FOR CRITICAL SPDES
WITH LEVY NOISE

SEBASTIAN BECHTEL, FABIAN GERM, AND MARK VERAAR

ABSTRACT. The critical variational setting was recently introduced and shown to be ap-
plicable to many important SPDEs not covered by the classical variational setting. In this
paper, we extend the critical variational setting in several ways. We introduce a flexibility
in the range space for the nonlinear drift term, due to which certain borderline cases can
now also be included. An example of this is the Allen-Cahn equation in dimension two in
the weak setting. In addition to this, we allow the drift to be singular in time, which is
something that naturally arises in the study of the skeleton equations for large deviation
principles for SPDEs. Last but not least, we present the theory in the case of Lévy noise
for which the critical setting was not available yet.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The variational setting for both deterministic and stochastic evolution equations can be
highly effective in applications. It provides global well-posedness for a large class of nonlinear
problems. After its introduction in [28] in the deterministic setting, it was extended to the
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stochastic setting with Gaussian noise in a series of works [7, 26, 33] (see also the monograph
[29]). Of the several abstract conditions in this framework, we would like to discuss the
monotonicity condition in more detail. In the deterministic framework the setting is as
follows: consider

u'(t) + A(t,u(t)) =0,
u(0) = uy,
where A : [0,00) x V — V* and ug € H, and where (V,H,V*) is a Gelfand triple. The

monotonicity conditions typically read
—(A(t,u) — A(t,v),u —v) < Kllu —vl3 (weak monotonicity),
—(A(t,u) — A(t,v),u —v) < K(1 + [ov)(1 + |v]])|u— |3  (local monotonicity).

The weak condition is more restrictive than the local condition. There have been many
attempts to make the monotonicity conditions more flexible. In particular, it is desirable to
have that ||ully; and |ully appear on the right-hand side as well. This is, for instance, needed
in the so-called strong setting (i.e. H = H'(RY), V = H?(RY), V* = L2(R%)). The benefit
of this strong setting is that the Sobolev embedding improves, so that it is easier to bound
nonlinearities. For instance, such embeddings are needed for proving growth estimates for
A, which often are of the form

JA w)ve < O+ Julv) (L + [ul3). (1.1)

When a noise appears in the equation, the strong setting requires estimates of derivatives of
the nonlinearity. From an abstract point of view this requires that the nonlinearity in front
of the noise is allowed to have super-linear growth, which will be included in our setting.

1.1. Critical nonlinearities. In the recent paper [3] of Agresti and the third-named author,
under the structural condition A(t,u) = Ay(t,u)u — F(t,u), the monotonicity condition and
boundedness condition were replaced by the following condition on F' (and similarly for the
stochastic terms): for all T > 0 and n > 1 there is a constant C), v such that for all u,v eV
with [l vl < n,

|E(t,u) = F(t,0) v+ < Cor(1+ Julls + [v]3)|u—vls, (1.2)
[Pt w)vx < Cor(1+ [uf5), (1.3)

where |ullg = [V*,V]g. Here 8 € (1/2,1) and p > 0 satisfy the (sub)criticality condition
28-1)(p+1) <1. (1.4)

Although the estimate (1.2) is no longer one-sided like the monotonicity condition, it does
have |u[s on the right-hand side. As a consequence, the following new examples were sud-
denly included in [3]: the weak setting of the Cahn-Hilliard equation, 2D Navier—Stokes
equations and other fluid dynamics models, the strong setting of several equations (Allen—
Cahn for d € {1,2,3,4}), the Swift-Hohenberg equations, etc. The nonlinearities appearing
in these examples are not weakly monotone and sometimes even exhibit critical growth.
Let us emphasize that no compactness is assumed of the embedding V' < H. Therefore,
well-posedness of all of the above SPDEs can also be obtained on unbounded domains.
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By standard interpolation inequalities one has |ullg < Ha:Hi_ZBHxH%B_l and thus by (1.4),

Jull5™ < Juliy 2 Pl < ulig P A uly).
Combining this with (1.3) shows that F'(¢,u) satisfies the same type of bound as in (1.1) and
explains the form of the criticality condition (1.4).

Of course, many of the above mentioned concrete equations have been analyzed via other
methods, but it is very effective to include them in one single setting. Moreover, the varia-
tional framework provides further flexibility: it allows to consider (w, t)-dependent coefficients
and it allows a noise term B which could be of gradient type under a very simple but optimal
joint coercivity condition. For some of the other existing methods, these two additions can
be quite problematic.

1.2. Our goal. The goal of the current paper is to extend the setting in [3] in several ways:

(a) Make the conditions (1.2) and (1.3) more flexible by using || - | with « € [0,1/2] on the
left-hand side (see (1.6) below).

(b) Consider Ay = A+ Ag, where Ay is the leading part, and Ag could be singular /unbounded
in time.

(c) Use Lévy noise instead of Gaussian noise.

Regarding (a), it turns out that the (sub)criticality condition (1.4) can be replaced by (25 —

1)(p+ 1) <1+ 2a, creating extra flexibility. As a consequence of this flexibility, the Allen—

Cahn equation in dimension two can now be considered in the weak setting (see Example

1.2). In all of the previous works on the variational setting, this critical case was excluded

due to the technical fact that the Sobolev embedding H' < L* does not hold.

The singular part Ag of (b) appears for instance in the skeleton equation in weak conver-
gence approach to large deviations [10] when applied to stochastic evolution equations. This
explicitly appears in Lemma 4.11 of [38], where a large deviation result was proved in the
setting of [3]. Potentially, the singular part could have other applications as well.

The motivation for (c) is that Lévy noise is very natural in real-life applications. There
already exists a variational setting for Lévy noise under the above-mentioned local mono-
tonicity condition [9], so it is very natural to try to provide a similar partial extension of it
as was done for the Gaussian case in [3]. However, as we will see, the jumps introduced by
the noise cause delicate problems which we need to overcome.

Finally, we emphasize that as in [3], we do not assume compactness of the embedding
V < H. Therefore, our results are also applicable to SPDEs on unbounded domains.

1.3. The setting and main result. In the rest of the paper we are concerned with the
stochastic evolution equation

du(t) + A(t,u(t)) dt =B(t,u(t)) dW(t) + fZ C(t,u(t—),z) N(dz,dt), (15)
u(0) =up,

where W is a U-cylindrical Wiener process, U is a separable Hilbert space, N (dz,dt) =
N (dz,dt) —v(dz)dt is a Poisson martingale measure with jump measure N and characteristic
measure v which is o-finite on the measure space (Z, Z,v). In Theorems 7.1 and 7.5 we will
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prove a global existence and uniqueness result, an a-priori bound on the L?-moments, and
continuous dependency on the initial data.

In order to give the reader a glimpse of the results of the paper, we present a very special
case of our main results below (see Section 7 for the general case). Below we assume that
the term Ay is linear for simplicity.

Theorem 1.1. Let (V,H,V*) be a Gelfand triple of Hilbert spaces. Suppose that
A=Ag—F, B =By +G, C=Cy+ H,
Ag e L(V,V¥), By e L(V,L2(U,H)), Coe L(V,L*(Z,H,v)),
and there are constants kK > 0 and M = 0 such that
(Agv, 0 — YIBo(t, )12, 030) — HICo(t 0, ) B gy = wlolS — Mol ve V.
Suppose F :V — V* and that there are C,p >0 and 0 < a < % < B <1 such that
|E(uw) = F(v)|a < C(L+ ulf + [v]§)|u—vls and (F(v),0) < Clolf, uveV, (16)

with the (sub)criticality condition (26 — 1)(p +1) < 1+ 2a. Let G : V — Lo(U,H) and
H :V — L*(Z,H;v) be Lipschitz functions. Then for every Fo-measurable ug € L?(Q,H),
(1.5) has a unique cadlag solution u : [0,T] x Q — H such that

T
E sup [u(t)|F + f lu(®)[$ dt < Cr(1 + Eluo|3,)-
te[0,T] 0

Moreover, u depends continuously on ug in the topology induced by convergence in probability.

Due to the flexibility on F', the above result is new even in the Gaussian case. In Section
7 we also cover (w,t)-dependent coefficients, and G and H are allowed to be locally Lipschitz
with a similar bound as for F, and thus, in particular, G and H do not need to have linear
growth.

Let us give an application of Theorem 1.1 to the Allen—Cahn equation in d = 2 in the weak
setting. In the existing frameworks mentioned above, only the case d = 1 was covered in the
weak setting. More general cases can be found in Theorem 8.2 and the examples below it.

Example 1.2 (Allen-Cahn for d = 2). Let ¢ < R? be any open set (possibly unbounded).
du = [Au—u® + u]dt + Z [(bn - V)u + gn(u)] dwy

n=1
+ J [(c(z) V)u(-—) + h(u(-—), z)] N(dz,dt), on 0O,
z

with Dirichlet boundary conditions and with an Fy-measurable initial value ug € L?(Q; L%(0)).
Suppose the following parabolicity condition is satisfied:

1 2 1 2
= 1 — §H(bn)n21”[2 - §||CHL2(Z;V) > 0

Moreover, suppose that g : R — ¢2 and h : R — L?(Z;v) are Lipschitz functions. For sim-
plicity in the presentation, we take (b, ¢, g, h) to be z-independent, but this is not necessary.

To put this problem in the form (1.5), let H = L*(0) and V = H}(0). Let Agv = —Av—o,
(Bov)p = (b, - V)v and Cov = (c(+) - V)v. Let F(v) = —v3, G(v) = g(v), H(v, z) = h(v,2). It
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is straightforward to check the conditions of Theorem 1.1. The only part we need to explain
in detail is the locally Lipschitz estimate for F. Note that [V*,V]5 5 = [H, V]y3 — L%(0),
which follows by an extension-restriction argument from Sobolev embedding on the full space
(cf. [4, Lemma A.7]). Therefore

|E(u) = F )y = [u® =0 120y < 2([ullZso) + [0 s (o)) lu = vl15(0)

< C(llulls + vl lu = vl

for any u,v € H}(0). Thus, the (sub)criticality condition is satisfied with a = 1/2, 8 = 5/6
and p = 2. It is in fact critical in the sense that (28 —1)(p+ 1) = 1 + 2a.

1.4. Overview of the paper and the method of proof. Below we give an overview of
the different steps which will be taken in different sections. In Section 3 we introduce a new
type of coercivity condition for the triple (A, B, C) which takes into account singular terms
and the norm | - |, used on the left-hand side of (1.6). Under this coercivity condition, we
are able to prove an a-priori estimate which plays a key role in several of the later sections
and proofs. One of those is a stochastic maximal L?-regularity result for the linear problem
associated with (1.5). This is the main result of Section 4. In Section 5 we extend some
of the ideas in [1] to the case of Lévy processes. We use a Banach fixed point argument
applied to a suitably truncated version of (1.5) to obtain a local solution and extend it to
a maximal solution, i.e. a solution on a maximal random time interval [0,c). In Section 6
we characterize the behavior of v at time o via blow-up criteria. For this, the arguments
from [2, 3] need to be put in a noncontinuous framework, which leads to several technicalities
related to jump processes. Fortunately, the concrete L2-setting combined with the variational
framework makes it possible to have effective arguments for this. In Section 7, we combine
all of the results to obtain our main theorem on global well-posedness, which in particular
entails Theorem 1.1. Ingredients in the proof are of course the local well-posedness theorem
and blow-up criteria, but also the a-priori estimate of Section 3, the It6 formula of Subsection
2.3, and a recent stochastic version of Gronwall’s lemma. Many applications are possible with
our theory. We present a selection of them in Section 8.

1.5. Related literature on extensions of the variational setting. An extension of the
classical variational setting to the Lévy setting can be found in [9]. Under the assumption
that V — H is compact, an extended variational framework was also presented in [35] in
the Gaussian case, later extended to the Lévy setting in [27]. Under the same compactness
condition, another class of equations with Lévy noise was considered in [13]. In each of these
papers, there are smallness conditions on B and C' which are not needed in the classical
setting and our setting. At the same time, some of these papers cover important equations
which fall out of our setting (e.g. the p-Laplace equation). Therefore, all frameworks appear
to be of independent interest. It would be desirable to have a unifying theory, but this seems
beyond reach at the moment.

Acknowledgments. The authors thank Antonio Agresti for helpful discussions and Esmée
Theewis for useful comments.
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2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Gelfand triple. Let (V,H,V*) be a triple of spaces such that V — H < V* continu-
ously and densely, where V and H are Hilbert spaces and V* is the dual of V. For a Hilbert
space U we denote by L(U,H) the space of bounded linear operators from U to H and by
L2(U, H) the space of Hilbert—Schmidt operators.

For 0 € [0,1] we set Vy := [V*,V]y, where the bracket denotes the complex interpolation
of spaces (see [8] for details). Define further

[zllg := [z ]v,-

Note also that H = [V*, V], and thus [V, H]2s = V15 for B € [0, /2] by reiteration. The
following standard interpolation estimates will be used without further explanation:

—0 0

Jelo < o119, 0eo,1],
—920 6—

el < ol 2, oeli/21],

Finally, we note that by [8, Cor. 4.5.2], Vj = [V**,V*]p = [V*,V**]1_p = Vi_s. As a
consequence one has

K, )] < Julololi-o, .7

where (-, ) is the unique extension of (-, ). We employ the convention /o := oo throughout.

2.2. Stochastic calculus. Throughout this paper, we work on a filtered probability space
(Q, (Fi)t=0, P). For brevity we often write F; instead of (F;):>0 when referring to the filtra-
tion. We impose the usual conditions on F;: it is right-continuous and Fgy is complete. For
a topological space X we let B(X) denote its Borel o-algebra. For a Hilbert space #H, we
call X an H-valued random wvariable if it is a strongly measurable mapping X : Q@ — H. We
call f a process if f: Q x Ry — H is a strongly measurable function. Moreover, we say that
f is progressively measurable if for any t > 0 the process fljg is strongly B([0,]) ® Fi-
measurable. We denote by P the o-algebra generated by all the progressively measurable
processes and by P~ the o-algebra generated by all left-continuous adapted processes.

When we speak of a cadlag function h, we understand it as H-valued function of (w, ¢, w) €
Q x Ry x W which is cadlag in ¢ almost surely for all w € W, where the set W will always
be clear from the context. In this case, we denote the left-limit process by h(t—,w) and the
jump process by Ah(t,w) := h(t,w) — h(t—,w). We denote the space of cadlag functions
f:10,T]— H by D([0,T],H).

Next, we introduce the noise processes used in this article. Though their definitions are
standard and can be found in many textbooks, we include them here for the sake of com-
pleteness.

Definition 2.1 (cylindrical Wiener process). Let U be a separable Hilbert space and consider
a mapping W € L(L*(R4,U), L*(Q)). Then W is a cylindrical F;-Wiener process if for all
f,ge L>(R,,U) and t > 0,

(1) W f is normally distributed with mean zero, and EW fWg = (f, 9) 12, v

(2) Wf is Fi-measurable if supp(f) < [0, t],
(3) W £ is independent of F; if supp(f) < [t, 0).
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Since we work with the same filtration J; throughout the paper, we simply call W a Wiener
process for brevity.

To make the notation for integrals against a Wiener process more concise, define for h € H,
T € Lo(U,H) and u € U the pairing (h, T) by (h,T)u := (h,Tu)y = {T*h,u).

For examples of cylindrical Wiener processes and the theory of its stochastic calculus we
refer to [14] or any other textbook on stochastic analysis in infinite dimensions.

The following definitions and conventions, as well as more general definitions of random
measures, can be found in [21, 22, 18]. We also refer the reader to these works for more
details on the theory of jump processes and general random measures. Here we introduce
only the Poisson random measure, the Poisson martingale measure and selected properties
of integrals against them.

Definition 2.2. Let (Z, Z,7) be a o-finite measure space. A family of NU{o0}-valued random
variables (N(A)) 4.5 is called a Poisson random measure with characteristic measure 7 if
(1) for each A € Z the random variable N(A) has a Poisson distribution with intensity
v(A),
(2) for all w € Q the measure N(-)(w) is a o-finite measure on (Z,2),
(3) for any Ay, Ay € Z such that Ay n Ay = ¢J the random variables N(A;) and N(A3)
are independent.

Throughout this paper, we will work in the setting (Z, Z,7) = (Ry x Z,B(R{) ® Z,dt ®
v(dz)) for a o-finite measure space (Z, Z,v). In this case, we call v the characteristic measure
of N and often simply refer to N as the Poisson random measure on (Z, Z,v). The random

measure N(dz,dt) := N(dz,dt) — v(dz)dt is referred to as the Poisson martingale measure or
as the compensated Poisson measure.

The following proposition is a collection of properties and we refer to [21, Ch. 3| for a
proof. For the general theory of integration against (Poisson) random measures we refer the
reader to any of the works [21, 22, 18, 13], as well as [39] for a recent extension to more
general infinite-dimensional spaces.

Proposition 2.3. Let N be a Poisson random measure on (Z,Z,v) and leth: QxR x Z —
H be P~ ® Z-measurable and T > 0. Then the following assertions hold.

(1) IFES) §, [h(s, 2) |3 v(dz)ds < o0, then

E L t L h(s, ) N(dz,ds) — E L t L h(s, 2) v(dz)ds

for t € [0,T] and in particular

E LT JZ |h(s,z)|n N(dz,ds) =E LT fZ [h(s,z)|n v(dz)ds.

Moreover,

f: L h(s,z) N(dz,ds) := Lt L h(s,z) N(dz,ds) — fot L h(s, 2) v(dz)ds, (2.8)

for t € [0,T], is an Fi-martingale.
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(2) IfESg §; |h(s, 2)5, v(dz)ds < oo with both p = 1,2, then

JJ 5.2) N(dz,ds)| fj|hsz|H (dz,ds), te[0,T]

where [-] denotes the quadratic variation process, and in particular

E(JZ L h(s, 2) N(dz,ds))2 - Efot JZ Ih(s, 2)|2, v(dz)ds

Further, we remark that if IESg §, (s, 2)|3 v(dz)ds < oo only, then (2.8) may no longer
hold. In this case we define

ff 5.2) N(dz,ds), te[0,T], (2.9)

as the unique limit of ( Sf) §, hn(s, 2) N(dz, ds), t € [0, T])n>1 in the space of square integrable
martingales, where hy(s,2) 1= Ljp(s2)|y<nlz,(2)h(s,2), n = 1, where Z, are such that
Zn 1 Z and v(Z,) < oo for all n > 1. Finally, if h is such that for an increasing sequence

of stopping times o, we have ESOTM" §,Ih(s, 2)|3, v(dz)ds < oo, then (2.9) is defined as the
unique element X in the space of locally square integrable martingales satisfying

tAOn
X(tAop) f f s,2) N(dz,ds) as. forte[0,T],n>1.

It is well-known that X has a cadlag version and from now on we will always use that version.
It is standard that the above extension of the integral satisfies

Lm JZ h(s,z) N(dz,ds) = f: L L(o,01(8)h(s, 2) N(dz,ds),

where o is a stopping time. We will also use the convention that

JJ (s,2) N(dz,ds) :== JJ s,2) N(dz,ds) JtMJ (s,2) N(dz,ds) (2.10)
_ L L Loy (5)(s, 2) N (dz, ds).

We will frequently use without mention that for a cadlag function h satisfying Proposi-

tion 2.3 (1) we have

For stopping times 0 < 71 < 75 < o0 define
[r1, 2] = {(w,t) € Q x [0,00): 71 (w) <t < a(w)}.

The sets [11, 7)), (71, 2], (71, 72) are defined similarly by replacing < with < in the previous
definition. Further, we write [r1] := [71, 1] for the graph of 7.
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2.3. It6 formula. We provide an It6 formula for equations with Lévy noise when the de-
terministic forcing terms are allowed to come from an admissible space LP([0,T],Vy), where
(p,0) is an admissible pair in the sense of the following definition.

Definition 2.4. Let p € [1,2] and 6 € [0,1]. The pair (p,0) is called admissible if § >
1/p—1/2.

The following lemma shows that the pairing between a function u from the maximal
regularity class that we are going to use in our It6 formula and f from an admissible space
is meaningful.

Lemma 2.5. Fiz T > 0 and let u € L*([0,T],H) n L*([0,T],V). Then u € L([0,T],V,)
provided the pair (¢',1 — p) is admissible, along with the estimate
1-2/
”u”Lq([O,T],VH HUHL2 [0,T7], “uHLoc q() [0,T],H)"
In particular, if (p,0) is an admissible pair and f € LP([0,T],Vy), then {u, f) is integrable
over [0,T]. To be more precise, one has

T T
| o). plds < | uts)h-al £(5)lods
0 0

<l et (jo.71,0,_ ) 1 12 (0,77,v0)

1-2,
< HUHLz 0,770 14(8) | e p 110 Leo,11,v0)
where p' is the Holder conjugate of p, and {-,-) denotes the pairing between V and V*.

Proof. Let u be as in the statement and let ¢ > 2 and p € [0, 1]. There is A € [0, 1] such that
/g = (1=X)/2. By interpolation and using the reiteration identity [V, H]x = Vi_x, we find
u € LI([0,T],V1_x,) with the estimate

lull zaqor1,v, ) < 1ulzz G0 29 18(8) 12 o,27,20)

We claim that 4 <1 —V2if (¢/,1 — p) is admissible. Indeed, by admissibility in the second
step and using the definition of A in the last step,

== (=) < 1= (Y = 1) = Yab 12 = 1 — 42
as desired. So the first claim of the lemma follows from the continuous embedding V;_x, <

V,.. Note that the exponents are correct by definition of . The second part follows from (2.7)
and Holder’s inequality. Note that we employ the first part with g:==p’ and p=1-6. O

The following special case of It6’s formula will be enough for our purposes. It partly extends
[33] to the setting of general martingales. However, we only cover the case of a Gelfand triple
of Hilbert spaces. The main difficulty in the It6 formula is the mixed smoothness and mixed
integrability of all the different terms. It could be formulated for progressively measurable
fe L2(Q; LY([0,T],H)) + L?(; L2([0,T],V*))), but it is not obvious that the progressively
measurable subspace of L2($2, LP([0,T], Vy)) for admissible pairs (p, #) is included in the latter
sum space. In order to avoid this problem we directly work in a suitable sum of progressively
measurable subspaces of L?(€2, LP([0,T], Vy)) for different admissible pairs.

Before we state the following two propositions, some additional comments are necessary
regarding the quadratic variation process [M] associated to a square integrable martingale
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M, since different conventions are in use. Instead of distinguishing between the operator-
valued quadratic variation process [[M]] and its trace Tr[[M]], as in [33, 31], we directly
introduce [M] as the unique process such that [M|3, — [M] is a martingale, and in this
way [M] = Tr[[M]]. We further denote by (M) the unique process such that with M¢ the
continuous martingale part, [M¢|3, — (M) is a martingale.

For a proof of the following Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality we refer to [30], or to [39,
Theorem 9.1.1]. Note that the H-valued case can also be deduced from the scalar case via
[23].

Proposition 2.6. Let M : Q xRy — H be a local cadlag martingale with M (0) = My. Then
for any p = 1 and any Fi-stopping time T we have

E[MP? <E sup | M|}, < CE[M]?/?

<s<T

for constant ¢, C only depending on p.

The following estimates for integrating H valued processes against H-valued martingales
are well-known. For a proof of the general martingale case in the scalar case, we refer to [32].
The vector-valued case can be derived by using an orthonormal basis expansion. Already in
the two-dimensional case, one does not have equality in both situations, since there could be
cancellations in the inner products.

Proposition 2.7. Let u be a progressive H-valued process, let M be a square integrable H-

valued cadlag martingale and assume that E (SSO \|u(t)|\%{d<M>(t))1/2 < . Then we have
almost surely

UO u(s—)dM (s)} (t) < Jot Ju(s—)3, d[M](s),

as well as

0

B ([ ut-) dM<t>>2 <8 [ (O 400,

Proposition 2.8 (It6 formula). Let ug:  — H be a strongly Fo-measurable random variable,
let f = Z;n:l fj wherem =1, f; € L*(Q, LPi([0,T1, Vi,)) is progressively measurable for each
1 < j < m, with (p;,0;) admissible for all j, and let M be a cadlag square integrable Fi-
martingale with values in H which satisfies M(0) = 0. Let

we L*(Q,D([0,T],H)) n L*(Q x [0,T],V)
be a progressively measurable process satisfying a.s. for all t € [0,T]
£
u(t) = up + J f(s)ds + M(t).
0

Then a.s for all t € [0,T]

Ju(t) |2, = |uo||%+2f0<f<s>,u<s>>ds+2 fo u(s—)dM(s) + [M](1).  (211)
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Proof. First we observe that by the conditions imposed on v and M we clearly have

1/2

B ([ LB, aanm) <.

so that the following stochastic integrals are well-defined. The proof uses ideas from [33]
and [25]. By [37, Proposition 8.1.10] we can find an invertible positive self-adjoint operator
A on V* with D(A) = V. Let R, = n(n + A)~!. Then by interpolation one has Cy :=
supy,>1 | Rnlzv,) < oo for all § € [0,1]. It is standard to check that R, strongly converges
to the identity on each Vy. Let u" = R,u and similarly for ug, f and M. These are
regularized versions of our data and all take values in H. Then for these regularized objects
(u™, ug, f, M™), we can apply the usual H-valued It6 formula to deduce that (2.11) holds
(for instance [31, Proposition 3| applies). In the above special case, one can even reduce to
the scalar case by writing [u"(t)|3, = Y}4=1 [(u", ex)n|?, where (e;)=1 is an orthonormal
basis for H, by applying the scalar valued Ité formula for semimartingales, [22, Thm. 4.57],
to the scalar process (u”,ex)y. Indeed, its application and straight-forward manipulations
give

(™ (), ex)nl® = I(ug, ex)nl® + QL(f"(S)aek)H(U”(S), ex)nds

12 f (™ (s, ex)d(M7(s), ex)r + [(M" ex)ale

0

where u"(-—) is to be read as the left-limit process of the regularization «”. Summing over
all k > 1, we see that

[ )13, = gz +2 3 2 f (F(5). er) e (07 (5), ex)pds

k=1
#2 3 [ oM7) e+ SO el (1),
k=1 k=1

where we still need to check the convergence of the series in probability. It is clear that

Yot [(M™ e)3]e = [M™](t) a.s. To calculate the two integral terms let M™¢ = Zizl(M”(s), ex)ex

and define u™¢ and f™¢ similarly. By linearity, we can write
Lot t .
3 [ s euutor o) cxtuds = [ st opds — [ (6 (sps s
k=1
as £ — oo, since f™¢ — f™in LY([0,T],H) and u™ € D([0,T],H) almost surely. Similarly,
Lt
> [ sy (s), ) - j (s—)dM(s) — f )AM"(s) in L}(Q).
k=10
Indeed, this follows from Propositions 2.6 and 2.7 and

E[JO u"(s—) — u"’z(s—)dM"(s)]m(t) < E(Lt lu(s—) — un7£(5_)|‘%.[d[Mn](s))l/2 o
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by the Dominated Convergence Theorem, which is applicable owing to uf — u™ in H a.e.

and |[u"™ —u ™|y < |lu|% and the assumption u € L(Q; D([0,T];H)). It remains to
let n — o0 in

t

[un ()12, = Jul |2 + 2 f (F7(3),u(3))ds + 2[ aP(s—)dM™ (s) + [M™](1).

0
Almost everywhere convergence for |u™(t)[3, and |u}|3, follow from the properties of R,,.
The convergence of Sé<f”(s),u”(s)>ds is more cumbersome. For each j € {1,...,m} it is
clear that (u"(s), f]'(s)) — (u(s), f;(s)) and that
(K7 (s), u™ ()l < 17 (s)lollu™ () 1-0 < Coll £5(s)llofuls) |10

pointwise in s € [0,7]. Therefore, a.s. in €, the required convergence follows from the
dominated convergence theorem since the latter is integrable by Lemma 2.5.
To show the convergence of Sé u™(s—)dM™(s) it suffices to show

J;)u(s—)—u (s—)dM(s) — 0 and J JA(M — M™)(s) — 0 in L}(Q).

Moreover, by Propositions 2.6 it is enough to prove that the quadratic variations tend to
zero in LY/2(). Using Proposition 2.7, for the first term this follows from

([ [ s —wrtspano)] )" <& [ utso) - wr - aans) o

by the Dominated Convergence Theorem. For the second term, we see that

. . 1/2 t n 1/2
B[ | utsmyaar = 2] "0 < B( [ uts— B — 1)
<E sup Ju(s—)[u[M — M")(T)"2 -0

s€[0,T]
by Hélder’s inequality since u € L*(€2, D([0,T],H)) and E[{M — M"|(T) = E|M —M"|3, — 0,
where we used Propositions 2.6 and the Dominated Convergence Theorem. U

Remark 2.9. By localization, one can remove the integrability conditions in {2 in Proposition
2.8 a posteriori.

Corollary 2.10. Let the assumptions of Proposition 2.8 hold. Let
ge L} x [0,T],L2(U,H)), and he L*(Qx[0,T],L*(Z,H;v))

be P-measurable and P~ ® Z-measurable, respectively. Let u be the process from Proposition

2.8 with .
M(t) ::JO ff s,2) N(dz,ds), tel[0,T].

Then we have almost surely, for all t € [0,T],

Juel, = luol, +2 j (F(s), u(s)yds + f 19(5) 2y 0y ds + 2 f Cus), g(s)) AW (s)

+2f f (5, 2))3 N (dz, ds) f f Ih(s, 2)|3, N (dz, ds).
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Proof. Though it is a well-known argument how to reduce the result to Proposition 2.8, for
completeness we include the details. It suffices to compute

) J w(s—) dM(s) + [M](t).

0
Clearly, almost surely for all ¢ € [0,T],

Lu(s—)dM(s) J<u (s)>dW(s) J f h(s, )y N(dzds)  (2.12)
=: )+ M(t).
By orthogonality we have

[M](t) = [Mi](t) + [Ma](2).
Clearly

10 = [ 19060 2,01
Moreover, by Proposition 2.3 we have

(M) (0) fj'mszh (2, ds),

which finishes the proof.
O

The following corollary is not needed in the further course of this article. We discuss its
relevance below in Remark 2.12.

Corollary 2.11. Let the assumptions of Corollary 2.10 hold and assume additionally that

[ o)+ s~ s B a1 < 0
(2.13)

LT JZ |h(s, 2)|1, v(dz)ds < oo.

Then we have almost surely, for all t € [0,T],

W«H—umﬂ+2f<f w5+fg LbUHds+2f<<>g@»Hmvw>
ffw )+ s, )8, — Ju(s—) |2 N (dz, ds) + ffhszmwm@m

Proof. A standard limiting argument, using that h € L%([0,T], L?*(Z,H;v)), gives

f tf Ih(s, 2)| N (dz, ds)
ffwmzh<wm jfwsw2w>

ff|u )+ h(s, 2)| — luls—) |3 N(dz, ds)
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—2JJ' h(s, 2))n N(dz, ds) + JJ‘MszHHWMM

which, together with the second term on the right-hand side of (2.12) finishes the proof. [

Remark 2.12. As is remarked in [17], in many publications the It6 formula (2.14) is stated
without prior assumption of the additional conditions (2.13). However, without them, the
integral against the Poisson martingale measure on the right-hand side of (2.14) may fail to
exist, as is demonstrated in [17, Example 2.1].

3. THE EXTENDED VARIATIONAL SETTING

Fix T > 0. In this section, we consider the variational problem

mw+ﬁ@mmﬁ:§@ummww+L5@mp 2) N(dz, dt) vP)

u(0) = ug

n [0,7]. The properties of the operators A, B and C are stated in Assumption 3.1. The
main result of this section will be an a-priori estimate for (VP), see Proposition 3.5.

3.1. Setting and notion of solution.

Assumption 3.1. For the operators ﬁ, B and C we assume the following.

(1) The mappings

A:Qx[0,T] x V- V*,
B: Qx[0,T] xV — Ly(U,H),
C:Qx[0,T]xVxZ—>H

are P ® B(V)-measurable, P ® B(V)-measurable and P~ ® B(V) ® Z-measurable,
respectively, and such that almost surely

T ~ T ~
f LAt w(t)) |y di + j 1Bt 0(6) 12, 0050 dt (3.16)
0 0

T
[ 1000 gyt < o

for all ve D([0,T],H) n L3([0,T], V).
(2) There are constants ,7 > 0, a non-negative function ¢ € L([0,T]), a non-negative

function v € L(Q, L'([0,T])), and finitely many non-negative functions 1; € L°(2, LPi([0,T1]))

with (6;, p;) admissible, such that a.s. for all v € V and almost every ¢ € [0,T]

~ 1 ~ 1 ~
<A@v%@—%§+nNB¢vM£wy-%§+UNCUWwWEZHw (3.17)
> w3 — o) vl — v(t) Z% )vll1-o:-
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Remark 3.2. To the best of our knowledge, the coercivity condition (3.17) is new. If 1; is
associated with the admissible pair (0;, p;) = (0,2), then Young’s inequality allows to absorb
|lv]i—e = ||y into k[v[2, so that we recover the traditional lower bound x|v|3 — ¢(t)|v]3, —
¥?(t). For all other admissible pairs, such a reduction would lead to a dependence of ¢ on
1;, which would lead to the wrong a-priori estimate later on, compare with Proposition 3.5
and Lemma, 4.4.

Two prototypical examples are the following: First, (/Nl, E, (NJ') can be taken as the nonlinear
operators (A, B, C) from the quasilinear problem (1.5) subject to a nonlinear coercivity con-
dition. See Sections 6 and 7 for details. Second, ﬁ, B and C can be taken as linear operators
perturbed by an inhomogeneity. This case will be studied in the subsequent Section 4 and
will lead to a well-posedness result for linear problems with Lévy noise. Assumption 3.1 is
flexible enough to capture these two cases at the same time and to provide unified a-priori
estimates for them.

Definition 3.3. Let Assumption 3.1 hold, let 7' € (0,0], let o be a stopping time with
values in [0,7], and let 7 be a stopping time with values in [o,T]. Let u, be H-valued
and Fy-measurable. We call u : [o,7] — V a strong solution to (VP) if almost surely
uwe D([o,7],H) n L?*([o,7],V) and it satisfies a.s. for all 0 <t < T

u(t) = ug +f ﬁ(s,u(s))ds—kf B(s,u(s)) dW(s) +J L C(s,u(s—),2) N(dz,ds), (3.18)

g
where we recall the convention (2.10) for the random left-end point of the stochastic integrals.
Since we are only dealing with strong solutions in this paper, we will henceforth simply refer
to them as solutions.

Definition 3.4. Let Assumption 3.1 hold, let 7" € (0,], let o be a stopping time with
values in [0,7], and let 7 be a stopping time with values in [0, T']. Let u, be H-valued and
F,-measurable. Let u: [o,7) — V.

(1) We call (u,7) a local solution to (VP) on [o,T] if there is an increasing sequence of
stopping times {7n},_;, Tn T 7, such that for each n > 1, the restriction u[[, ] is a
solution to (VP) on [o, 7,]. In this case we call {r,,}:°_; a localising sequence for u.

(2) A local solution (u,7) on [o,T] is unique if for any other local solution (@,7) on
[o,T] the identity & = u holds P ® dt-almost everywhere on [o, 7 A 7).

(3) A unique local solution (u, 7) on [0, T'] is mazimal if for any other local solution (u, )
on [o,T] we have T < 7 and @ = u, P ® dt-almost everywhere on [o, 7).

(4) A local solution (u,7) on [o,o0) is called global if 7 < c0.

3.2. An a-priori estimate. Using the Ito formula from Section 2.3, we show an a-priori
estimate for the variational problem (VP). Later on, we are going to use it on the one hand
to show an a-priori estimate for linear problems, see Proposition 4.5, and on the other hand
to check the blow up criterion for our critical non-linear problem (1.5) in Section 7.

Proposition 3.5. Let Assumption 3.1 hold with an n > 0. Suppose that (u,T') is a strong
solution to

~ ~ ~

du(t) + A(t,u(t)) dt = B(t,u(t)) dW(t) + f Ct,u(t-), 2) N(dz, dt) (3.19)
Z
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with ug = w(0): Q@ — H strongly Fo-measurable and A(t,u(t)) = pav) Ai(t,u(t)). Assume
further for each i the moment condition

T - . 2/q; T - )
B(| 1A w0l )™ + B 1B ) (3.20)

T
o 2
+E [ 1000, it <
where each (a;,q;) is an admissible pair. Let 0 < 71 < 70 < T be stopping times. Then

T2
E sup IIU(t)I%JrEJ lu(®)]5 dt (3.21)

te [Tl ,T2 T1

T2 T
+ Ef HB(t? u(t))H%g(U,H) dt + Ef HC(t, u(t)v ')H%Q(Z,H;V)dt

T1 T1
< C(Elu(r) s + Bz gy mad) + 2 Bl )
=1

where C' = C(T,n, K, 9|1 (0,1)) s a constant and (0;,p;) are the admissible pairs corre-
sponding to v; from Assumption 3.1.

Proof. Throughout the proof, let C' = C(T', 7, &, ||¢|1(jo,77)) be a constant that can change
its value from line to line. To ease notation, we only treat the case 71 = 0, 79 = T, but the
more general case follows verbatim with the same proof.

Assume in a first instance that

T
E sup Hu(t)”%{ + f Hu(s)H%ds < 0. (3.22)
te[0,T 0

By It6’s formula (Corollary 2.10) we have a.s. for all ¢ € [0,T] that
t t
Fu(@)I2, = Juol}, — 2 fo (s uls)), uls)y ds + L 1B(s, u(s) 12,070 45

+2 L (B(s,u(s)), u(s)> dW (s)
(3.23)

+ 2L L(C(s, w(s=), 2), u(s—))u N(dz, ds)

! ~ 2
+ L JZ |C (s, u(s—),2)|5; N(dz,ds).

Note that (3.20) ensures the integrability condition in Corollary 2.10. In particular, the
integrals on the right-hand side of (3.23) are well-defined martingales with vanishing expec-
tations.

Step 1: preliminary estimates. Taking the expectation and using the coercivity condition
(3.17) in conjunction with standard properties of the martingales we immediately get

t
Elu(t)|Z, + 20E jo 1B(s, uls) |2, 070 45 (3.24)
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¢ N ¢
+ 27]EJ f [C(s,u(s), z)H%{ v(dz)ds + 2/£Eff Hu(s)”% ds
0JZ 0

< Bl + 28 [ o6 (o) ds + 28 [ 006)ds + 3328 [ i) o), ds
i=1
Since ¢ is positive and non-random, we calculate with Fubini—Tonelli
B [ o(6)uts) s = [ o(6)Eluts) s
Therefore, we can apply Grénwall’s inequality to E|u(s)|3, to obtain
Elu(®)l, < C (Eluol% + Blv]uomy + f]E [ o0 ds),

where we import a dependence on T and ||@|.1(jo,77) into the constant C. The last two
displayed equations also imply that

B [ o(o)uts) e ds (329
< 1ol oy (Eluoll, + Eléls oy + iE [ uCe)-0, ).
Plugging this back into (3.24) yields i
o)+ 208 [ 1B 00 05 (3.26)
+ 2nE Lt JZ |C (s, u(s), 2)|3, v(dz)ds + 2xE fot |u(s)|3 ds

m t
C (Eluolf + Bl oy + Y1 E | vi(a)lu(s)l1-o, )
=1

Fix ¢ in the sum on the right-hand side of (3.26). We want to further estimate the term
ESO Yi(s)|lu(s)|l1—p; ds. Recall that 1); is associated with the admissible pair (p;, ;). Using
Holder’s inequality and Young’s inequality, we deduce

E foths)u(s)ulaids f Yi(s)Pd flu g, ds 24)

< CEE”W“L%'([MD * 51“3”“”Lp;<m,t],v1,g.>'

By admissibility of (p;, ;) and using Lemma 2.5 one has the bound
2 2 2
Bl ot 0 oy S C B2 0.0,0) + Ellulzsgo.0)

for a numerical constant C' > 0. In summary, this gives

SE [ s(o)u(s)l_o, ds (3.27)
0
1=1
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m
< 5EHUH%2([O¢],V) + 5EH“H%O@([0¢],H) + Z; CEEHwiH%Pi([QTD'
=
We plug this back into (3.26). The squared L?(€2 x [0, ], V)-norm appearing in (3.27) is finite
by (3.22), so we can absorb it into the left-hand side of (3.26) by choosing e sufficiently small.
The resulting estimate then reads

t
Efu(t)|, + 20E L 1B (s, u(s)) 2,070 ds (3.28)
t t
o f f 6i(s, u(s), 2)|3, v(dz)ds + KE f Ju(s)| ds
0JZ 0
< C<E\|U0H'2H + Bl 1 qor1) + Ce D Elwill Zo: .y + €E sup HU(S)H%)-
i=1 5SS

For the moment we are not yet in the position to absorb also the term eEsup,, [u(s)|3 into
the left-hand side due to the wrong order of supremum and expectation for the term on the
left-hand side. This will be our next task in the course of this proof.

Step 2: estimate for Esup,, |u(s)[3,. To obtain an estimate for Esup,, |u(s)|?, we have
to bound the supremum of the martingale term. This uses a common technique based on
the Burkholder-Davis—Gundy inequality. This technique is quite classical and the difference
in estimating the Brownian integral to estimating the compensated Poisson integral is only
the additional integration over Z. Hence we only present the treatment of the Poisson
martingale term in detail. In this sense, by virtue of the Burkholder-Davis—Gundy inequality
and Holder’s inequality we get for § > 0

s [ [ (@0vatr1. 2000, Wtz )

s<t

t 5 1/2

< CB( [ 1Cs,us). (o)l )
to 5 1/2
< CEsup fulo)ln ([ 1002 u(5):) s
s<t 0
t
< FEsup Ju(s) + C5E | 1005, u(s). sy
Now we plug (3.26) into the previous bound to get

E sup ‘ JOS JZ (5’(7", u(r—), z), u(r—))H N(dz, dr)‘ (3.29)

s<t

< 9B sup [u(s)[3 + CsC (Eluol3 + Bléloqoiry) + X CBIil o,y + <Esup u(s)[By)
S i=1 5SS

= (6 + CsCe)E Sup Ju(s)F + 050<E||U0\|gﬂ + E[Yllzr oy + Z; CE]E||71Z)Z'H%P1'([OJ]))‘
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Note that C' is now additionally depending on 7. In the same way we also obtain

E sup ’ f@(r), (T)u(r)>dW(r)‘ (3.30)

e}

< (6 4+ CsCe)E Sup Ju(s)[3; + CsC (EHUOH%{ +E[YlLrory + Z;CaElwi‘%l’i([O,t]))

Next, by virtue of the coercivity condition (3.17), followed by (3.25), (3.27) and (3.28), we
obtain

Esup| — 2 fo S<A(r)u(7~),u(r)>dr + L ’ | B u(r) |2, a0 dr‘ (3.31)

s<t

t t m t
<OE f o()[u(s)|, ds + 2B f bs)ds + 3 2R f i) u(s)]1-s, ds
0 0 i=1 0
m ¢
< CEJuolZ + CE[$ |11 oz + Y CE jo 5(3) ()]s, ds
=1

< CE”UOH%{ + CEWHU([O,T]) + Z CCEEWz‘Hsz([O,t]) + 5CE||U||%00([0¢],H) + CEH“H%Z?([W],V)
i=1

< CE|luol3; + CEI¢l o)) + Y, CCEIill Zo: go.7) + €CHul T (g0.01.70)
=1

where the last step imports a dependence on k for C. Finally, using that N(dz,dr) is a
non-negative measure, followed by Proposition 2.3 and (3.26), we deduce

Esup’ L ) L IC(r, ulr—), 2)[3, N(dz, dr) (3.32)

s<t

= t NT”U/T— zZ 2 yA T
‘EUZC(’( ), 2)[ N(dz, dr)
= NT’UT yA 21/ yA S
‘EUZC(’ (r), 2)|3, v(d2)d

< C(EluolB, + Bl ooy + ), CeBIil oy + <Esup [u()])-
i=1 5SS

Thus, taking first the supremum in time and then the expectation on both sides of (3.23),
and using (3.29), (3.30), (3.31) and (3.32), we derive
E sup u(s)[3
s<t
m
< CCsEluoli, + (8 + CCse)E sup [u(s)ll3, + COSEN |1 gory) + > CCCSE|9i] 7 10.17)-
S i=1
Now choose first § and afterwards ¢ (relative to C'Cjy) sufficiently small to absorb the term
E sup,<; [u(s)|3,, which is finite by (3.22), into the left-hand side, to give the first desired
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estimate
B sup Ju(s)lf, < O(Eluolf + Bl oy + LB o).
se|0, i=1

however still under the assumption (3.22). By inserting the last bound into (3.28) we also
find

T T T
B[ s+ B | 1B ) s+ E || 18002

m
< O (Bluo B, + Bl oy + Y EIYil3m oy )-
i=1
Step 3: elimination of condition (3.22). For the general case we first recall that a strong

solution (u,T) to (3.19) satisfies u € D([0,T],H) n L*([0,T],V) almost surely, so that the
stopping times

t
7, = inf{t € [0,T] : sup |u(s)|3 + J lu(s)[$ds =n} AT
s€[0,t] 0

verify 7, — T almost surely as n — o. To see that also at 7, we have integrability of
|lu(7,)]|3, we first observe that

Au(ry) = A L " JZ Ot u(t—), 2) N(dz, dt)

- LT" L C(t,u(t—), z) N(dz,dt) —LT"_ L C(t,u(t—), z) N(dz, dt)

almost surely. Hence, by a similar calculation as in (3.32), we get
Tn -
Blau(r)l < 4 [ [ 100 u(e-),2) Bv(d)de < o
0o Jz

since |u(t—)|3, < n on [0,7,] by definition of 7,,. Hence we have Esup,, [u(s)|3 < o0, so
that on [0, 7,] the integrability condition (3.22) holds. Applying the result from Step 2 to
the problem (3.19) with both sides stopped after 7,, yields for all n > 1,

E sup [u(t)|Z +E f us)|3 ds + E f 1B(s, ()2, 0150 ds

te[0,7n]

+EL L |C (s, u(s), 2) |5 v(dz)ds < CE|uol3, + CE|¢| Loy + . CEIil 70 0.17):
=1

for all n € N, where we recall that the constant C' does not depend on n. Hence, by Fatou’s
lemma, we obtain
E sup |u(s)|3; =E sup liminf |u(s A 7,)[3
s€[0,T] se[o,T] ™" ®

< Eliminf sup |Ju(s A 1) |3
n—w <y,

< liminf E sup |u(s A Tn)H%{
n—o0 SSTTL
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< CElluol3; + CEI¢l o)) + Y CEI: 7o go.77)-
izl

A similar application of Fatou’s lemma to the remaining terms finishes the proof. ]

Remark 3.6. Proposition 3.5 explains the significance of the different terms in the coerciv-
ity condition (3.17). As a first guideline, the multiplicative constant in (3.21) depends on
¢, whereas the i-terms give additive terms on the right-hand side of the estimate. The
proof highlights that the treatment of the ;-terms is more challenging than the more tradi-
tional ¥-term. The ;-term correspond to non-standard forcing terms that do not belong to
L?([0,T],V*), compare with Lemma 4.4 and Proposition 4.5.

4. STOCHASTIC MAXIMAL L?-REGULARITY

Fix T > 0. In this section we consider the linear problem
du(t) + Ag(t)u(t) dt = f(t)dt + (Bo(t)u(t) + g(t)) dW (t)
+ f (Co(t, 2)u(t—) + h(t, 2)) N(dz,dt) (LP)
u(0) = ug ’
n [0,7]. Here Ay = Ap + Ag, where

AL : Qx[0,T] — L(V,V*) is P-measurable,

Ag: Q2 x [0,T] - L(Vs,,Va,) is P-measurable,

By : Q x [0,T] = L(Vsy, L2(U, H)) is P-measurable
Co:Qx[0,T] = L(Vs., L*(Z,H;v)) is P~ -measurable,

where the parameters satisfy 0 < ay < 1/2 and B4, 8B, Bc € [1/2,1]. Additionally, we intro-
duce the following assumption.

Assumption 4.1. For the operators ﬁo, éo and 6’0 we assume the following.

(1) There are a constant C4 > 0 and non-negative functions K4 € L™ ([0,T]), Kp €
L™3([0,T]) and K¢ € L"([0,T]) such that a.s. for all v e V and t € [0,T]

|AL(t)v]ys < Calv]y,
| As(t)v]as < Ka®)v]s,,
|Bo()vll 2y < Kn()[v]as,
ICo(t, ol r2(z30) < Ke(®)]0]se

where 74 = (1 4+ ax —Ba)" Y, rg=(1-8g) tand rc = (1 - Bc) !
(2) There are a constant x > 0 and a non-negative function ¢ € L'([0,T]) such that a.s.
for all v € V and almost every t € [O T,

~ 1 ~
0, Ao(t)0) = 51 Bo(0)oly ) — 51000t Ve = wlols — S0l (434)
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Remark 4.2. We could also allow /TS ) Al , where Ag is subject to the above assump-
tions with a4 and 84 depending on ¢, for every 1. To simplify notation, we stick to the case
mg = 1. The same holds for By and Cj.

A prototypical example for Assumption 4.1 will be Ag(t) = Ag(t, u(t)), Bo(t) = Bo(t, u(t))
and Cy(t,z) = Co(t,u(t), z), where the operators Ay, By and Cj are as in our main result on
local existence and uniqueness (Theorem 5.5) and w is some suitable given process.

4.1. Compatibility with the variational setting. In the first step, we show that if (LP)
is subject to Assumption 4.1, then it can be captured within the framework presented in
Section 3. As a consequence, the (non-)linear a-priori estimate from Proposition 3.5 translates
to the current setting. We will state it in the next subsection and conclude the existence and
uniqueness of (LP) with it.

The verification of Assumption 3.1 will be done in the next two lemmas, which are relatively
straightforward.
Lemma 4.3. Suppose Assumption 4.1. Set pa = (s + 1/2)7!
and for all ve L*([0,T],H) n L*([0,T],V) it holds a.s.

o L

. Then (pa,aa) is admissible

HASUHLPA(OT] Vo 4) HKAHL'"A [0,77) v

i 1 lol 3oy 253

T1,V) T],H)’
2 1 2—2

1Covl 20112z 34y < | K Lre (or] uvuﬁ?w )anmng 130"

| Bovll 2 (jo.r),caw ) < 1 KBl Lre o vl

Proof. The calculations for EO and C~’0 are similar, so we concentrate on /TS. Set /g4 = Ba—1/2
and write Ypy = (1 4+ a4 — Ba) + (Ba —1/2) = VYra + Yga. Then Assumption 4.1 and Holder’s
inequality yield a.s.

~ T PA
Visolomv < ([ Ga@u@ls )™ < 1 liragorn s ovs, -

To conclude, we want to estimate |ul| L9A([0,T],Vs,,) using Lemma 2.5. This requires that
(¢4, 1 — Ba) is an admissible pair. Indeed, we have

1 1 1 1
L= fa=l-p— = o,
2 g4 ¢y 2

where we used the definition of ¢4 in the first step. This completes the proof. O

For the Lemma below, recall that Eo = ﬁL + fTS in Assumption 4.1.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that the operators K07 Eo and 5’0 satisfy Assumption 4.1. Let f; €
LO(Q, LPi([0,T],Vs,)), g € LO(Q, L*([0,T], L2(U, H))) and h € L°(Q, L*([0,T], L*(Z, H;v)))
be P-measurable, P-measurable and P~ - measumble respectively, where (p;, 0;) is an admis-
sible pair for each i€ {1,...,my}. Set f =3 fi and define forveV and t e [0,T]

~

A(t,v) = Ap(tyv + As(t)yv — f,  B(t,v) = Bo(t)v + g(t), C(t,v,z) = Co(t, 2)v + h(t, 2).
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Then the triple (A, B,C) satisfies Assumption 3.1 as well as the moment condition (3.20).
More precisely, the coercivity condition (3.17) holds for some n > 0 depending on k with

0(1) = C (1902w + 106N azze)s it = L0,

almost surely, where C is a numerical constant. The L'-norm of ¢ depends now additionally
on Kk and the norms of K and K¢ from Assumption 4.1.

Proof. First we check part two of Assumption 3.1. An expansion of the left-hand side of (3.17)
leads almost surely for all v € V and almost every t € [0,7] to

~ 1, ~
(v, Ag(t)v) — §||B0 H£2 UH) HCU( )UH%Q(Z,H;V)
=, f(1) = (V2 + )92, w0 — (1/2 + At ) L2z 900)

— (1+20)(Bo(t)v, g(t)) — (1 + 21) L (Co(t, 2)v, h(t, 2))3, v(d2)

~ 2 ~
=1 Bo(®)vlly iy — M Colts Wliaz 0
=1—-II—-III-1V.
By Assumption 4.1,
I=klvl} — o) |vl3,
with x and ¢ taken from that assumption. Concerning the remaining terms, we either absorb

them into the lower bound for I or capture them in the additional i-terms appearing in the
coercivity condition (3.17). The absorption turns out to be possible provided 1 < 1 is chosen

small enough. We only present the terms (v, f;(t)), (1+2n)(Bo(t)v, g(t)) and nHEO(t)vH%Q(U’H)
in detail, the remaining terms follow by similar arguments.

We start with the term U"EO(t)UH%Z(Uﬂ)- Using the growth condition for By and the
interpolation inequality we find

- 2 2 —1
| Bo(t) Kp(t)|vlss < K)ol 22 o371

| o <

Hence, with Young’s inequality,

5 2 — _
| Bo)v] 2,20 < 1O ([0]3)*72 (Jv]$)*72
2
< (2~ 26p)Kp(t)> |v|3, + n(28p — 1)|v[3-

Note that K B(t)ﬁ = Kp(t)"8 is integrable by assumption. Recall that Sp > 1/2. Hence,
if we choose 7 small enough (depending on x and the number of terms), we can indeed
absorb the term 1| By (t)v|2 Z»(U3) 1nto the lower bound for /. The new function ¢ will then
incorporate the term Kp(t)"2 as well.

Let us continue with the term (14 2n){By(t)v, g(t)). We can ignore the prefactor since it is
bounded by 3. Re-using the calculations from the first term and applying Young’s inequality
give

[(Bo(t)v, g(t)] < K (t)|ol3 2 o3 gl cow ) (4.35)
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1

_ _ 1
< SKn( (030222 (ol + gl wa

1
<elvf} + C-Kp(®)"®|v]F, + 5\\9”%2(&%)'

Choosing € small enough, we can absorb the first term of the right-hand side of the last
inequality of (4.35) into x[v|3. Up to a multiplicative constant, the second term on the
right-hand side of (4.35) was already added to ¢(t) in the first step of the proof. Finally,
the term %H gH%2 (UH) is integrable and can thus be captured by the 1-term in the coercivity

condition (3.17). This concludes the treatment of the term —(1 + 21){(By(t)v, g(t)).
We conclude the proof with the term (v, f;(t)) for some fixed i. Using the interpolation
inequality we obtain

<o, fit)l < [fa(®)]o, |v]1-0,- (4.36)
Since (0;,p;) is an admissible pair, the right-hand side of (4.36) can be treated by putting
vi = [ £i()]o,-

Finally, we check the first part of Assumption 3.1 as well as (3.20). The measurability
property in Assumption 3.1 follows by assumption. Next, we check (3.20). To this end,
let v e L®([0,T],H) n L*([0,T],V). We only present the case for Ag, the other terms are
similar. Use Lemma 4.3 to find a.s.

|As )0 ()24 qor1ve,) < K alraqoan oot mm [V it a0, (437)
where we employ the notation from Lemma 4.3. Use Young’s inequality and take the expec-
tation to finish the verification of (3.20). It remains to check (3.16). Due to the embedding
LPi([0,T],Vs,) < L([0,T], V*), the integrability conditions for f and Ay are clear. For the

remaining term ﬁg, we use the same embedding in conjunction with (4.37) to conclude. This
finishes this proof. O

4.2. Wellposedness for the linear problem. In the main result of this section, Theo-
rem 4.6, we show well-posedness of the linear problem (LP). This is based on the a-priori
estimate from Section 3. We verified in the last subsection that (LP) can be captured by the
framework developed in Section 3. To summarize, the a-priori estimate in the current setting
then reads as follows and is immediate from Proposition 3.5 and Lemma 4.4.

Proposition 4.5 (linear a-priori estimate). Let Assumption 4.1 hold. Let f = >, fi,
where f; € L2(Q, LPi([0,T], Vs,)) is P-measurable with (p;,0;) an admissible pair, g € L?( x
[0,T], L2(U, H)) is P-measurable and h € L*(Q x [0, T], L*(Z, H;v)) is P~ -measurable. Sup-
pose that u e L2(Q, L2([0,T],V)) n L*(Q, D([0,T],H)) is a strong solution on [0,T] to

du(t) + Ao(t)u(t) dt = f(t)dt + (Bo(t)u(t) + g(t)) dW ()
+ JZ (Co(t, 2)u(t—) + h(t, 2)) N(dz, dt),

where ug = u(0): Q@ — H is strongly Fo-measurable. Moreover, let 0 < 11 < 10 < T be
stopping times. Then

T2
E sup [u(t)]} + f Elu(s)[3 ds

te[m1,m2] st
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< C(EHU(Tl)Hg{ + Z E’|fiH2LPi([Tl,T2]7V0i) + EHgHiz([ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂlfﬂ)) + EHh”%2([71772]7L2(27H;V))>’
=1

where the constant C' > 0 depends on T, &, |@| 10,17, |KB|Lrs([r,7]) and | Kcllpre (71 ,m))-

Next, we use the a-priori estimate of Proposition 4.5 and the method of continuity to
obtain the existence and uniqueness of the linear problem (LP).

Theorem 4.6 (linear L2-theory). Suppose Assumption 4.1. Let f = Sty fi, where f; €
L%(Q, LPi([0,T],Ve,)) is P-measurable and (p;,0;) is admissible for every i, g € L*(Q x
[0,T], L2(U, H)) is P-measurable and h € L*>(Qx[0,T], L*(Z,H;v)) is P~ -measurable. More-
over, let X be a stopping time with values in [0,T] and uy € L% (Q,H). Then the problem

du + Ag(t)u(t) dt = f(t) dt + (Bo(t)u(t) + g(t)) dW (t) + L (Colt, 2)u(t—) + h(t, 2)) N(dz, dt)

u(A) = uy
(4.38)

has a unique solution
we L(Q, D(IXT1,H)) n L2(Q, L*(]\.T1,V))

satisfying

T
E sup Ju(®) +E f Jo(s) |3 ds
te[\,T] A

m
2 2 2 2
< CE(lually + Y 1AilEou gayvay) + I1 2212000 + 12 1 22z )

i=1

Proof. We subdivide the proof into several steps.
Step 1: First we consider the existence and uniqueness for the following deterministic

problem. Let Ag € L(V,V*) be any self-adjoint positive operator which is invertible (see [37,
Proposition 8.1.10]). Pointwise in €2 consider

du + Agu(t) dt = f(t)dt,

u(0) = 0. (4.39)

Then [33, Thm. I1.2.1] provides a unique solution v; € L?([0,T],V) n C([0,T],H) of (4.39)
if fe LY([0,T],H) or f e L?([0,T],V*). The case for general f follows by interpolation [20,
Thm. 2.2.6 & Thm. C.2.6]. Moreover, progressive measurability of v; can be deduced by an
approximation argument, or from Fubini’s theorem and a variation of constants formula.

Additionally, we get existence and uniqueness of a solution vo € L2(Q, L?(0,T,V) n
D([0,T],H)) to the problem

du + Agu(t) dt = g(t) dW (t) + JZ ) N(d% ) (440

u(0) =0,



26 S. BECHTEL, F. GERM, AND M. VERAAR

from [9, Thm. 1.2]. Observe that the smallness conditions of that theorem disappear in the
linear case as is discussed in [9, Rem. 1.4]. Adding up the solutions to (4.39) and (4.40) we
obtain existence of a solution to the full problem

du + Ag(t)u(t) dt = f(t)dt + g(t) dW (t) + j h(t,z) N(dz,dt),
Z
u(0) = 0.
Moreover, from the a-priori estimate of Proposition 4.5 we obtain uniqueness.
Step 2: A =0 and uy = 0. For r € [0,1] put A’” = (1 — )4 + rAo, B0 = 1By, and
CO = TC(). Consider the family of problems

du + Ab()u(t) dt = f(t)dt + (B (t)u(t) + g(t)) dW (t) + L Ch(t, 2)u(t—) + h(t, z) N(dz, dt),

u(0) = 0.
(4.41)

The goal of this step is to show existence and uniqueness in the case r = 1. To this end,
we appeal to the stochastic method of continuity. In the Gaussian case, when 5’6 =0 and
h = 0, the stochastic method of continuity was presented in all detail in [34, Prop. 3.10], and
the argument extends verbatim to the case of Lévy noise. The hypotheses of the method of
continuity are twofold. First, the existence and uniqueness in the case r = 0 have to hold.
Indeed, this was the content of Step 1 above. Second, there has to be a constant C' > 0 such
that for any solution v of (4.41) there is the a priori estimate

T
E sup [o(t)|% +E f Jo(s) 3 ds (4.42)
te[0,T7] 0

< CE (Z “fz‘HQLpi([o,T],v@i) + ||9H%2([0,T]752(U,H) + |h‘%2([0,T],L2(Z,’H;V))> :
i=1

Since the operators 116, ég and 5’6 satisfy the coercivity condition (4.34) with x and ¢
uniform in r, the a-priori estimate (4.42) follows from Proposition 4.5. Thus, the stochastic
method of continuity indeed yields the existence and uniqueness of (4.41) when r = 1.

Step 3: non-trivial initial value u) at a random initial time A\. When X\ is a non-trivial
initial time but still with u) = 0, then existence and uniqueness of

du + Ag(t)u(t) dt = f(t)dt + (Bo(t)u(t) + g J Co(t, 2)u(t—) + h(t, z) N(dz, dt),

u(A) =0
(4.43)

on [A,T] follows from causality, which is a consequence of the linearity of the problem,
compare also with [2, Prop. 3.10]. Then the existence and uniqueness of

du + Ag(t)u(t) dt = f(t)dt + (Bo(t)u(t) + g f Co(t, 2)u(t—) + h(t, z) N(dz, dt),
u(A) = uy
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follows from the homogeneous case (4.43) by virtue of [2, Prop. 3.12].
Step 4: the a-priori estimate. The a-priori estimate follows from an application of Propo-
sition 4.5. O

4.3. No jumps of u at predictable times. Here, we show that the solution u constructed
in Theorem 4.6 does not experience jumps at predictable times owing to the total inaccessi-
bility (see Definition 4.8) of the jump times of a Lévy process. This will be of use in later
sections. In the proof of Proposition 4.9, we use some well-known properties regarding the
jump times of the associated Poisson process. For further background, we refer the reader
o [22].

Definition 4.7. A stopping time 7 is called F;-predictable, or simply predictable, if there
exists a sequence of increasing stopping times (7,),>1, such that 7, < 7 on {7 > 0} and
Tn, — T almost surely as n — co.

Definition 4.8. A stopping time 7 is called totally inaccessible if P(7 = pu < o) = 0 for all
predictable stopping times p.

Proposition 4.9. Let the condition of Theorem 4.6 hold and let u be the solution of the
corresponding linear SPDE (4.38) on [0,T]. Let u € [0,T] be a predictable stopping time.
Then limgy, u(t) = u(p). In other words, u does not experience jumps at fi.

Proof. Recall that on € x Ry x Z the Poisson random measure admits a representation of
the form
N(dz,dt) = ) 6, «(dz, dt)1p(t),
O<s

where D = | J, [7,,] is exhausted by a sequence of totally inaccessible stopping times (7,)5_,
such that 7, — 00 as n — 00 and (pt)¢>0 is an optional jump process (see [22, Ch.IT]). Let
Av denote the jump process associated to a cadlag process v, given by Av(t) = v(t) —v(t—).
From the representation of the solution, (3.18), we see almost surely

= AJO JZ Co(s, z)u(s—) + h(s,z) N(dz,ds), te[0,T].

Hence N“(dz,dt), the jump measure of u, has a representation of the form N*(dzx,dt) =
220<s O(Au(s),s) (dx, dt) 1 p(t), where D' = U [7)] with (7], )n=1 being the jump times of u. By
definition we have

Au =0 almost surely for ¢ e [0, T]\U[[T,’g}]

Since for each n > 1, [r] < |, [7], and thus D' = D, we get
P({rf. = ) = P({rh = w} o |t = 7))
< YR = o of =)

< ip({m — ) =0

where in the last step we used that p is predictable. Hence, up to evanescence Au = 0 on
[1], which proves the claim. O
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5. LOCAL WELL-POSEDNESS

In this section, we will prove the existence and uniqueness of a maximal solution to the
following variant of the quasilinear problem (1.5):

du(t) + A(t, u(t)) dt — B(t, u f Ot ult—), 2) N(dz, dt) o

u(0) = U,
where o is a stopping time. The nonlinearities consist of sums of a quasilinear part, a
semilinear part, and an inhomogeneous part:
A(t,v) = Ao(t,v)v — F(t,v) — f,
B(t,v) = By(t,v)v+ G(t,v) + g,
C(t,v) = Co(t,v)v + H(t,v) + h.
The operator Ay can be decomposed as Ag(t,u)v = Ap(t,u)v + Ag(t,u)v, where Ay is the

leading part and Ag is the singular part of A. Here the following mapping and measurability
properties are assumed

AL - Q xRy x H — L(V,V*) is P® B(H)-measurable,

Ag: Q@ xRy xH — L(Vs,,Va,) is P® B(H)-measurable,

By :Q xRy xH — L(Vgy,L2(U,H)) is P® B(H)-measurable
Co:Q xRy xH — LVs., L*(Z,H;v)) is P~ ® B(H)-measurable.
F:Q xRy x Vg, = Va, is P® B(V)-measurable,

G:Q xRy xVg, = Lo2(U,H) is P®B(V)-measurable,

H:Q xRy x Vg, — L*(Z,H;v) is P~ @ B(V)-measurable,

[ Q xRy —V,, is P-measurable,

g:Q xRy — Lo(U,H) is P-measurable,

h:Q xR, — L*Z,H;v) is P~ -measurable,

where the parameters satisfy aa,ap,ar € [0,2], Ba, 85, Bc € [V2,1], and Br, B, Bu €
(1/2,1]. As before we let

ra=(14+aa—pBa)", rg=(1-085)", re=(1-p5c)"
We make the following further local Lipschitz, criticality and coercivity assumptions on
the nonlinearities.

Assumption 5.1. Suppose that the following hold:

(1) For each n > 1 and T" > 0 there is a constant C,, 7 > 0 and a positive function
Kanr € L™([0,T]) such that, a.s. for all ¢ € [0,7] and w,v,w € V satisfying
Jallae; w3 < m

1AL wwlyx < C
| AL(E w)w — ALt v)w]ys < C u—vlu|wly
[As(t, wwla, < KAnT( )wlp.a
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[As(t, w)w — As(t, v)wla, < Kanz(t)|u—vlnlw]s,
[Pt ) ap < Cor(1 + [l gH77)
|F(t,u) = F(t,0)|ap < Cop(L+ uly + 0I5 w — vl
where pr > 0 and the following subcriticality condition holds
(1+prp)28r —1) <1+ 2ap. (5.45)

(2) For each n > 1 and T' > 0 there are a constant C,, 7 > 0 and a positive function
Kpnr € L™([0,T]) such that, a.s. for all ¢t € [0,T] and u,v,w € V satisfying
[ulaes [ol2 < n,

| Bo(t; wwlzowe) < Kpanx(t)|wlpg
| Bo(t; u)w = Bo(t, v)wl oy < Kpnr(t)]u —vla]w]p,
|Gt )l oy < Cnr(L+ Jul557)
|Gt u) = Gt 0)| o) < Coo(X+ Julgg + vl52) 1w = vllse,
where pg > 0 and the following subcriticality condition holds
(1+pg) (206 —1) < 1.

(3) For each n > 1 and T' > 0 there are a constant C,, 7,Cr 7 = 0 and a positive
function K¢, 7 € L™ ([0,T]) such that, a.s. for allt € [0,T] and u, v, w € V satisfying
lullas [vla < m,

Komr(t)|wlse

Koo (t)|u = vllwlwlse

1
[ (w22 (z300) < Cnr(L+ [ul 5,
|H(t,u,-) = H(t, v, ) L2 zpw) < Car(L+ [l + [0 52)|w — vl
where pg > 0 and the following subcriticality condition holds
(1 + pH)(25H — 1) < 1.

(4) For each n = 1 and T' > 0 there are a constant x, > 0 and a positive function
¢n € L*([0,T]) such that a.s. for all v € V and u € H satisfying |u]3 < n, and almost
every t € [0,T1],

HCO (t, u, ')wHL2(Z,H;V)
HC()(t, u, ')w - Co(t, v, ')wHL2(Z,H;V)

<A0 (ta U)’U, U> - %HBO (tv U)UH%Q(U’H) _%HCO(tv u, ')U”L2(Z,H;1/)
> Knv[3) — én(t)0]3-

Remark 5.2. Some comments regarding Assumption 5.1 are in order:

(5.46)

(1) The conditions on (Ag, By, Cp) have a lot of symmetry. The exceptions are that Ag is
allowed to take values in an interpolation space and that Ay, maps always between the
endpoint spaces V' and V*. Also the conditions on (F, G, H) have a lot of symmetry
with the same type of exception for the range space of F.

(2) One can allow a sum with different combinations pr; and g ; on the right-hand side,

but for simplicity we have not done this here. The same applies to the nonlinearities
G and H.
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(3) Usually, As = 0, B = Bc = 1. One could actually consider a sum of Ag; with
different numbers a4 ; and B4 ;. The same applies to By and Cj, as well as F', G and
H.

(4) If 8 < 1, we can also allow p = 0. Indeed, then 25 — 1 < 1, so for p small enough one
still has (1 + p)(28 — 1) < 1. Here, (53, p) can be any of the pairs (8r, pr), (Ba, pc)
or (BH’ ,OH) .

(5) The criticality condition (5.45) for F' recovers the classical notion of criticality from [3]
when ap = 0. However, taking ap different to zero is one of the core observations of
this paper and allows to treat a broader class of critical equations. See Section 8 for
examples.

(6) The coercivity condition (5.46) is an assumption on the linearized part of the equation
and is usually easy to verify. A similar condition for (A, B, C') will appear in Section
7, where we show that it implies global well-posedness for (QLP).

The following two Lemmas are useful for proving local well-posedness of the problem
(QLP). We show that, using the correct truncations and the M-norm defined below, the
terms in (QLP) locally exhibit Lipschitz behaviour, which allows us to employ a fixed point
argument later on.

To abbreviate the notation in the text below we introduce the short-hand notation M(a,b) =
D([a,b],H) n L*([a,b],V) with the norm

b ) 1/2
fulastasy = sup fu(®l + ( [ o)) " (5.47)
te(a,b] a

We will also write M(b) for M(0,b). The estimate of Lemma 2.5 implies that for every
B e (1/2,1] and u € M(a,b) one has

28—1 2—2
Il 281 (fap),vs) < HUHLE([Q,I)]VV)HuHLoo(fa,b];H) < Jlull pap)- (5.48)

Let

X(a,b) = ()LD ([a,b], V),
where the intersection is taken over all 5 € {1, 84, 8B, Bc, Br, Ba, Bu}. As for M, we use
the short-hand notation X'(b) :== X(0,b). Let a smooth function £: R — [0, 1] be such that
supp{ < [-2,2] and £ = 1 on [~1,1], and define for A > 0 the dilated function &) := £(5).
Given 0 < a < b < o, for (t,x,u) € [a,b] x H x M(a,b)) define the truncation

OA(t2,v) 1= & ([0lxap) + sup 0(s—) — wlhe),

s€la,t]

Using the truncation © ), we define truncations of the non-linearities F', G, H in the following
lemma and obtain local growth and Lipschitz estimates for them.

Lemma 5.3. Fiz T > 0. Let F,G and H be as in Assumption 5.1, let A € (0,1) and £ > 0.
Put prp == 2/(2ar + 1) € [1,2], where ap is the parameter from Assumption 5.1. Then a.s.
for 0 <a <b<T such that |b— a| < { the functions

Fy: H x M(a,b) — LPF([a,b], Va,),
Gx: H x M(a,b) — L*([a,b], Lo(U, 1)),
Hy: H x M(a,b) — L*([a,b], L*(Z,H; v),
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defined pathwise by

[F)\((l),'l))](t) = @A(t,x,v)(F(t,v(t)) - F( 70))7
[GA(z, 0)](£) = OA(t, 2, v)(G(t,v(t) — G(t,0)),
[H\(z,0)](t,2) == Ox(t, @, v)(H(t,v(t—), z) — H(t,0, 2)),

satisfy forn =1 and |zlly <n, u,v € M(a,b)

1EX (2, w) [ 2rr ((ab)va) T 1GA( @) | L2([ap),cowm)) + IHA (@ @) [ L2(fa,b),L2(2.300)) < Ores

1Ex (2, u) = Fx(,0) ] 2o (a5),v0) T [GA(z,w) — GA(2,0) | 22(1a,5],20(U:20))
+ [ Hx(z,u, ) — Hx(2,0, )| 22 (a5, L2 (2, 20)) < Onelle = 0] mcap)s
where Cy ¢ depends on n,T,\, L and the parameters quantified in Assumption 5.1 (applied

with n and T'). Moreover, for every € > 0 there exist {* and \* such that Cy, < € for all
0<% and N < \*.

Proof. We present the case of F' in detail, the terms concerning G and H can be calculated
in the same way. To ease notation, we just write («, 3, p,p) instead of (ap,Br, pr,pr) for
the parameters from Assumption 5.1. By translation, it suffices to consider a = 0 and b = £
and we assume without loss of generality T' = £. Define

= inf{t € [0,7] : [u|xq) + SliE) [u(s) — x|y = 22} A T. (5.49)

Then, using that we have ||u|y < |z[x + 2\ < n + 2 on [0,7,), Holder’s inequality in
conjunction with Assumption 5.1 yield

HF(aU) - F(‘a O)HLP([O,T”],VQ) < CH(l + HU‘HE)HuHﬁ“LP([DJu]) (5'50)

1

< O 4 il o 0m) [l 2o 07000
almost surely. Here, the constant C' depends on the parameters quantified in Assumption 5.1
and n. Using the definition of p and the criticality condition (5.45) we obtain
2p+1) _ 2
1+2a  28-1
Therefore, estimating the LP(+1)([0,7,],Vs) norms by Cr-times the L¥25=1([0,7,],Vs)
norm, we can control the right-hand side of (5.50) by using

plp+1) =

lull p2rc26-1)([0,70,v5) < 2A-
Indeed, we get
1
[ECyu) = FCO)lpromgvay S OO + (2X)7)A = Oy (5.51)

Observe that if A\,7" — 0 then also C) 7 — 0. Also, note that if ¢ > 7, then ©, (¢, z,u) = 0.
Therefore,

IEX (2, w) [ o j0,71,va) < IF(w) = F(L0) | 2o (0,m,1,v0) < Car-

Next, we compute
|Ex(z, u) = Fa(z,0)| zeo,1)v0) < 1 + R,
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where we define

=

T
Ry = (f (s, 7.u) = Ox(s,,0) (F(s,v(s) = F(s. 0)) [}, ds)

0

T P
j [Ox(s, 2, u) (F(s,u(s)) — F(s,v(s))) 5, d8> ,

0

We also define 7, by the same expression as in (5.49) but with u replaced by v. Since the
argument is pathwise, we may assume without loss of generality that 7, < 7,. Since F
satisfies Assumption 5.1 we can estimate the terms similarly to above (where we had v = 0)
to obtain

=

e ( [t + 121 - vl ds) '

1

Tu 1 1 p(1+p) Tu 1 p(1+p)

<c(f0 (1 + () [E0*) + Jo(s) [ *f”)ds) (j Ju(s) — o(s)[2 “)ds)
1

< C(rEN +220)°) [u — v paery

= Ox7lu —v| pmm)

for a constant C' = C(n,T, 3, p), and the constant C 7 vanishes as A,T" — 0. To estimate

Ry note first that for C¢ := sup,cp |d%§ (r)| we have, by the reverse triangle inequality and
(5.48),

C
005, 4) = O(5,,0)| < 5 (lu = vlge) + 5w [u(r) —v()lw) (5.5

< Glu—w|
= M(s)

for a constant C' = C(C¢, ). Hence we get, using (5.51) with u replaced by v,

|=

P

R ([T 10060 - €260 0PI (s, 0(9) = PO, ds )

1
C ™ z
< Slu= st ([ 175006 = P01, )
< S 4 (20)°)Mu vl
= Oxrllu = vl pmer),
where C' = C(C¢, 5,n,T,p), and Cy7 — 0 when T, A — 0. O

The next lemma is again a truncation lemma, but this time for the quasilinear operators
A, B, B.

Lemma 5.4. Fiz T > 0. Let Ap, Ag, By and Cy be as in Assumption 5.1, and let X € (0,1)
and ¢ > 0. Put pa :==2/(2a4 + 1) € [1,2], where aa is the parameter from Assumption 5.1.
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Then a.s. for 0 < a <b<T such that |b— a| < ¢ the functions
Fa, x: QxH x M(a,b) — L*([a,b],V*),
Faga: Q@ x H x M(a,b) — LPA([a,b],Va,),
Gpox: Q x H x M(a,b) — L*([a,b], Lo(U, H)),
Hegn: Q x H x M(a,b) — L*([a,b], L*(Z, H;v)),

a,

defined pathwise by

[Fapa(@,uw)](t) = Oa(t, z,u)(AL(t, ) — Ap(t, u(t)))u(t),

[Faga(z,w)](t) = Ox(t, 2, u)(As(t, x) — As(t, u(t)))u(t),

[GBOM\(JU, u)](t) = O\ (t,z,u)(Bo(t,z) — Bo(t,u(t)))u(t),
[Hoga(z,uw)](t 2) = Ox(t, 2,u)(Co(t, z, 2) — Colt, u(t—), z))u(t-).

satisfy for any n =1 and all ||z|ly < n, u,v e M(a,b)
13,4, (@ w) | L2 (ap)ve) + [ Fxas (@ W) [ 2ra (ap)va )
+ |G aoa (@, w)| 2([ap),c2wm)) + 1Hooa (@) | L2((ab),L2(2.20)) < Cres

HFA,AL (l‘, u) - FX,AL (xv U)HLQ([a,b],V*) + HFX,AS (mv u) - FA,AS (x’ U)HLPA([CL,b],VaA)
+ |Gy a(z,u) = Gy a (2, V)| L2([ap),c2)) + Hoo (@51, ) = Hog A(@, 0, ) 22 ([0 0], 22(2.260))
< Oxelu = v mea),

where Cy o depends on n,T,\, { and the parameters quantified in Assumption 5.1 (with T
and n). Moreover, for every e > 0 there exist £* and \* such that Cy ¢ < ¢ for all ¢ < {* and
A< A

Proof. We present the case of Hc, » in detail and comment on the necessary changes for F4, »,
Fy,. and Gp, ) afterwards. By translation, it suffices to consider @ = 0 and b = ¢, and again
we assume without loss of generality £ = T'. Recall B¢, K¢, and r¢ from Assumption 5.1.
To simplify notation we write (3, K, 7, r) instead of (B¢, Kcn,1,7c). Similar to Lemma 5.3
we introduce the stopping times 7, and 7, using the formula (5.49). By symmetry, we can
assume T, = Ty.

Let us start with the bound for Hc¢, . Using that ©,(t,z,u) = 0 when ¢ > 7, and
|uly <n+2on [0,7,), we compute with Assumption 5.1 that

[N

HHCO,A('% U, ')HLQ([O,T],LZ(Z,’H;V)) < (L H(CU(Sv €T, ) - 00(37 u(s), .))u(s)%2(Z7H;V)ds)
1

< (J;)T“ (Kn+27T(S)HCC — u(s) HHHU(S)B)2dS> 2
_ 2[3

Since 1 5= %, Holder’s inequality gives

( [ asarole - U(s)\HU(s)I\ﬁ)2d8> ’ (5.53)

< sup ||u(s) — x| x| K '
X S<£ H ( ) HHH ([0,77) H HLQB 1 ([0,7),V3)
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If 8 > 1/2 deduce using the definition of 7, that

| Heoa (2w, ) r20.17,02(2.200)) < ClEnt2,rlir(o,m)A* = Cars
where C\ 7 — 0 when A\, T — 0. Otherwise, if 8 = 1/2, estimate similarly that
|Heo A (@, u, )| 220,11, L2 (2.340)) < ClEn+2,7 L (0. A0+ 2) =:Cx 1,

where still Cy 7 — 0 when \,T" — 0.
For the Lipschitz bound for Hc, », we decompose

HHCO,A(‘,L'77‘7 ) - HCO,A(xﬂ v, ')HLQ([O,T],LQ(Z,’H;V)) <h + DL+ I,

where

n :

T 2
I = <J \|@>\(s,gzc,v)(Co(s,u(s)7 ) — Co(s,v(s), .))u(3)|\%2(Z7H;V)ds> ,

0
132=<

Recall from (5.52) the Lipschitz bound

1
2

T
Jo 1(©x(s, z,u) — Ox(s,2,v)) (Co(s, z, ) — Co(s, u(s), -))U(S)|%2(Z7H;V)d5> ,

N

T
fo [©x(s, 2, 0)(Co(s, x,-) = Co(s, v(s),-))(uls) — v(S))I%a(z,H;V)dé’)

C,
[O2(s,2,0) = Ox(s,2,0)| < S = vl g

When s > 7, and consequently also s > 7, the integrand of I; vanishes. Otherwise, we have
|ullgg < n+ 2 on [0,7,). Using Assumption 5.1 and Holder’s inequality estimate

Cg Tu 9 9 %
Iy < 7 0 H’U, - UHM(S)H(CO(S> Z, ) - CO(Sa u(s)v '))u(s)HL2(Z,H;y)dS

< S sbary ([ Rnvar()huts) = slpots)ls)*ds)

C T K Tl T
< —fu— T) Su " ' - '
h ||u U“M( ) seSfO,Eu) HU(S) HHH +2, ” ([o, D””“L%([o,m)yg)

If 8> 1/2, the definition of 7, as above yields

I < ON|[Knso,r| o) lw = vilmery = Carllu — vl mr),
where C) 7 has the desired property. If 5§ = 1/2 then r = 2, so calculate

L < CHKTH-Q,T

220,y (7 + 2)[u — v pmry = Carllu — o) pmr)-
Observe that Cy 7 — 0 when T' — 0 as this is the case for |Ky12,7(12([0,7r]), independent of
A. This completes the treatment of I7.

To derive a bound for I, we can argue as for the bound for He, x(, u, -) with two remarks.
First, we can restrict integration to s < 7, but since 7, < 7, we obtain ||ull3 v |v]|x < n+2on

[0, 7). Second, instead of sup, ., |lu(s)—z[y we obtain sup,_,, [lu(s)—v(s)lly < [u—v|rr)-
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Finally, for I3 calculate similarly

13<<

< ( [ sz @10 =~ slaluts) = o912 ds)

1

[ 10t = ot o) () - v<s>>\%2(z,y;y)ds) 2

< — K, r —
sup lv(s) = || Kntor| Lr o, 1w U!\LQBQ([O’T]’VB)
< CAN|Knsarl oo lv — vl

= Ol — o] pmr),
where we used (5.48) in the penultimate step.
The proof for Fl,, Fs, and Gp, follows by analogous arguments. In the case of Fq  we
have to define r = ry4, so that l/p, = (284a—1)/2 + 1/r lets us apply Hélder’s inequality in the
same way as in (5.53). O

With the truncation lemmas at hand, we present a local well-posedness result in the case
of integrable inhomogeneities. It is based on a fixed-point argument using Banach’s fixed
point theorem. To define the fixed-point map, we are going to apply the linear theory from
Section 4 to a suitable auxiliary problem which incorporates the truncated non-linearities.

Theorem 5.5 (Local well-posedness). Let T > 0 and fiz a stopping time o € [0,T]. Suppose
Assumption 5.1. Let

fie L*(Q, LP([0,T],Vy,)), ge L*(Q x [0,T],L2(U,H)), he L*(Qx[0,T],L*(Z, H;v)),

be P-measurable, P-measurable, and P~ -measurable respectively, where the pairs (p;, ;) are

admissible in the sense of Definition 2.4. Put f = >, fi. Let us be a bounded F,-
measurable random variable taking values in H. The following holds:

(1) (Ezistence and uniqueness) There ezists a unique mazximal solution (u,T) on [o,T]
to (QLP) such that T > o almost surely on {oc < T} and T is a stopping time.
(2) (Continuous dependence on initial data) There are constants C,n > 0 such that for
another bounded and Fy-measurable initial value v, with mazimal solution (v,T) on
[o, T] and almost surely satisfying the closeness condition |u, —vs|3¢ < 1, there exists
a stopping time v with v € (o,7 A T] on {o < T} such that
1

L 1
(Blu = vlfaonn)” < € (Blus = vol3)*.

(3) (Localization property) Given another bounded and Fy-measurable initial value vy
with corresponding mazximal solution (v,7T) on [o,T] one has with T' := {u, = v,} the
identities

7lp =71y and wlp =vlp.

Proof. Fix ug as in the statement.

Step 1: the existence of a (local) solution. For technical reasons in the proof, we start with
a bounded initial value w, potentially different to u, that is H-valued and F,-measurable.
For T* > 0 define the stopping time ppx = (o0 + T*) A T. If no confusion is to be ex-
pected, we simply write p instead of pps. Let v € L?(2, M(o,u)), where T% > 0 will be
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chosen small enough later on in the proof. Now, for A > 0 let the maps F),G), Hy and
Fa, x Fagn, Gy Hey,n be defined as in Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4. Recall Ag = Ar, + Ag and
let

Fy = (Fx+ Fayn+ Fag ) lpu),  Gri=(Gr+ Gpo\) Loy, Hx = (Hx+ Hey)) o)
and consider the linear SPDE
du + Ag(t, ug)udt = (Fy(ug,v)(t) + f(t)) dt + (Bo(t, ug)u + Gx(ug,v)(t) + §(t)) dW (t)

f 0(t o 2)ul- =) + H(tg 0)(t,2) + h(t, 2)) N (dz, di)

u(o) = we
(5.54)

on [o,T], where
f(t) == f(t) + F(£,0), §(t) := g(t) + G(t,0), h(t,z):= h(t,z) + H(t,0,2).

We follow a similar procedure as in [1]. First, note that by Assumption 5.1 in conjunction
with boundedness of u, the operators (Ao(+, us), Bo(+,us), Co(-, g, -)) satisfy the conditions
of Theorem 4.6. Hence, we may define a solution map R associated with the operators
(Ao(+, ug), Bo(+, ug), Co(; g, -)) for the initial value w,. Also, the right-hand sides F\(v) + f,
GA(v) + g and Hy(v) + h of (5.54) are well-defined and satisfy the integrability conditions of
Theorem 4.6 by virtue of Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4. It follows by Theorem 4.6 that

Iy, () : = R(we, Fx(tg,v) + f, Gx(to,v) + §, Hr(uo, v, ) + h) € L*(Q, M(0,T))

is well-defined and gives the unique solution of (5.54) on [, T7.

We show now that for A and T* sufficiently small, TI,,, becomes a contraction on L?(Q, M (o, 11)).
Let v,w € L?(2, M(o, i1)). Write (pg, ar) for the admissible pair defined in Lemma 5.3 and
(pa,aa) for the admissible pair defined in Lemma 5.4. Then, by Proposition 4.5,

ML, (v) = W, (W) 22 M (0 0)) < ClFN (e, v) = FA(to, w)|L2(0,27F ([0,4],Va ) (5.55)
+ C||Fx ap, (Ug,v) = Fx Ay (to, w)| L2000, 22 ([0,01,0%))
+ C[[Fx a5 (o, v) = Fx a5 (o, w) | L2(0,104([0,4), Vi )
+ C|G(ug,v) = Ga(tio, )| L2(0, 12 ([0, ],L2(U:34)
+ C|Hy(tg,v,-) — Hx (g, w, )| £2(0,12 (o], 12(2 )
< CO\rx|v — wll L2 M(o,m))
where for the second estimate we used Lemmas 5.3 and 5.4. We remark that the constant
C' is independent of T and A and that C) 7+ can be made arbitrarily small by choosing
A, T* sufficiently close to 0. Hence, by choosing A € (0,1) and T* > 0 sufficiently small,

meaning that CCyr+ < 1, we obtain that II,, : L*(Q, M(o,p)) — L*(Q,M(o,p)) is a
contraction. By Banach’s fixed point theorem, there is a unique solution u € L2(Q, M(c, 1))
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to the problem
du + Ag(t, ug)udt = (Fx(ug,u)(t) + f(t)) dt + (Bo(t, us)u + G (ug, u)(t) + §(t)) dW (t)

+ JZ (Co(t, uo, 2)u(- —) + Hx(uo,u)(t, z) + h(t, 2)) N(dz,dt)

u(o) = w,y.
(5.56)

We claim that if w, is sufficiently close to u, then there exists a stopping time 7 such that
7 > o on {0 < T} and such that ©,(-,us,u) = 1 on [o,7]. In this case, (u,7) is a solution
of (QLP) on [o, 7] with initial value w, by construction of (5.56). Indeed, put
T :=inf{t € [0, p]: |u|x(op + sup |lu(s) —weln = N2} A p. (5.57)
o<s<t
Observe that 0 < p on {o¢ < T}. Now first, 7 > o on {0 < T} since u € M(o, ) with
u(o) = w, almost surely, where we used the right-continuity of u at o.

Second, if ||us — ws |3 < A/2 almost surely, then with ¢ € [0, ] one has sup,<,; |u(s) —
Uo|n < Supycsos [u(s) — wolly + A/2 almost surely, so that for ¢t € [o,7] almost surely
|ull x (o) + SUPr<s<t [u(s—) — ug[3 < A. Consequently, ©x(-,us,u) = 1 on [o, 7] follows by
definition, and hence (u, 7) is indeed a solution for (QLP) on [o, 7] with initial value w,.

Note that, in particular, we have u = II,,, (u) on [o, 7] (we use this relation in later steps
of this proof). Finally, we may take w, = u, to complete this step.

Step 2: uniqueness of the local solution. Let (u,7) be the local solution on [o,T] con-
structed in Step 1 for w, := wu, and let (v,7) be another local solution of (QLP) with
v(0) = u,. By definition, there is a sequence of stopping times (7,,),>1 such that 7, 1 7 and
such that vl 3, is a solution of (QLP) on [0, 7,,]. For every n define a new stopping time

= inf{t € [0,7 A Tu]: Wl x(on) + sup o(s—) —uolli = N2} AT ATy
o<s<t
Note that, in particular, 7, < 7 < T. By the construction in Step 1 we have u = II,_(u) on
lo, m]. Also, since ©)(t, us,v) = 1 on o, 7,], it follows v = II,,_ (v) on [o, 7,,]. Thus, arguing
similar as in (5.55) we obtain

1

<EHu — v!lfm(a,fn)>é < CChr (EHU _ UH?\A(U’%)) s

where CC) 1 < 1. Consequently, u = v on [o,7,]. Therefore, by definition of 7 in Step 1,
we conclude furthermore 7, = 7 A 7,,. Eventually, since 7,, = 7 AT, 1 7 AT, we deduce u = v
on [o, 7 A 7). This shows uniqueness.

Step 3: existence of a maximal solution. We show the existence of a maximal solution to
(QLP). The argument is taken from [19]. Let S be the set of stopping times 7 :  — [0, 7]
such that there exists a unique local solution v” on [o, 7)) to (QLP) with initial value u,. From
Step 2 we know that S is non-empty. Next, we show that S is closed under the maximum
operation v, that is to say, that for 7,7 € S we have 7 v 75 € S. For that purpose, observe
first that by uniqueness of the local solutions we have u™ = u™ on [o, 71 A T2). Hence, it
follows by standard stopping time arguments that

a(t) ==u(tAT) FuP(EAT) —uH(EATLAT)
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is a local solution of (QLP) on [o, 7 v 7). Its uniqueness follows from the uniqueness of
u™ or u™, respectively. In summary, this means that 71 v 75 € S. By [24, Thm. A.3] we
hence know that 7 := esssup S is also a stopping time and there exists a sequence of stopping
times (7p)n>1 < S such that 7,, 1 7 as n — o0 and there exists (by compatibility of unique
local solutions) a function v such that for each n > 1, (ul{s ], 7o) is a solution to (QLP)
on [o,7,]. Hence (u,7) is the (unique) maximal solution on [, 7] with localizing sequence
given by (Tn)neN'

Step 4: continuous dependence on initial data. In addition to u., let v, be another
‘H-valued and F,-measurable bounded initial value satisfying the closeness condition |u, —
Ve < A/2 almost surely introduced in Step 1. They have corresponding unique maximal
solutions (u, 1) for u, and (v,72) for v, on [o,T]. As explained in Step 1, v = IL,_(u)
and v = II,_(v) on [o,71 A To]], where the positive stopping times 7; and 72 can be defined
analogously to (5.57). Put v := 71 A To. Now, we can write II,,_ (u) = R(uy,0,0,0) + Io(u)
and IL,, (v) = R(vs,0,0,0) + IIp(v). Hence, arguing similar as in Step 2,

lu = vl 2, M(00)) < [R(Us = V5,0,0,0)| 120, M(0,0)) + [Tlo(w) = Ho(v) | L2(0,M(00))
< Cllus — v 2,3) + CONT* 1w — vl 2 (0 M(0,0))-

Since CC) 7+ < 1, we can absorb the second term of the right-hand side into the left-hand
side to obtain

lu = v[ 20, M(00)) < Clue — Vol L2020

where C' now also depends on A and T%*. Therefore, with n := \/2 and a stopping time v
with v € (0,71 A T2] on [0 < T'] the claim follows.

Step 5: localization property. Let (u,7) be the maximal solution on [o, T] with initial
condition u, and let (v, T) be the maximal solution on [[o, T] with initial condition v,, and put
I':= {us = v5} as in the statement. Set y:= 71r + Tlg and w = ulrlj, ) + 1ol 5)-
Using causality and the results from above it follows that (w, p) is a local solution to (QLP)
on [o, T| with initial value v,. Since (v, 7) is maximal, we conclude that 7 = ;4 < 7 on I' and

u=w=v on I x][oT).
Swapping the roles of (u,7) and (v,T) we likewise obtain 7 < TonI'and u = v on I' X [0, 7).

Therefore, 7 = 7 on I' with ulp, (s ) = v1lpy[s7). This finishes the proof. a

The next result is similar to Theorem 5.5, but we consider now the case of initial data
and inhomogeneities without moments. The proof is based on localization arguments in
conjunction with Theorem 5.5.

Theorem 5.6. Let T > 0 and suppose Assumption 5.1. Let
fie LOQIP([0,T], Vi), g€ LR x [0,T), Lo(U H)), he LOQ x [0,T], L2(Z,H; v)),

be P-measurable, P-measurable, and P~ -measurable respectively, where the pairs (p;, ;) are
admissible in the sense of Definition 2.4. Put f = Z?ifl fi- Also, let ug be an H-valued and
Fo-measurable initial value. Then the following holds:
(1) (Existence and uniqueness) There exists a maximal solution (u,T) to (QLP) on [0,T]
such that almost surely T > 0.
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(2) (Continuous dependence on initial data) Fiz n > 1 and define Ty, = {|uo|n <
n}. Then there are constants C,n > 0 such that for another Fy-measurable initial
value vy with mazimal solution (v,T) on [0,T] and satisfying the closeness condition
[uolr, —volr, |1 < n almost surely there exists a stopping time v with v e (0,7 A T|
such that

i 1
(Bltu = v)1r, ) * < C (Bl = vo)1r, [3)*

(3) (Localization property) Given another Fo-measurable initial value vy with correspond-
ing mazximal solution (v,T) one has with " := {ug = vo} the identities

Tﬂp = 7~'ﬂp and uﬂr = U]lp.

Proof. We only have to show the existence of a local solution. The proofs for the remaining
assertions do not rely on the moment condition and can hence be taken from the proof of
Theorem 5.5, compare also with [1, Thm. 4.7].

Now we construct a local solution for (QLP). For n > 1 define the truncated initial value
Uon = ULy, <n- Also, define the stopping time

p=inf{t € [0,T] : max || fill Lei f0.0.vs,) + 19122 (0.0.c200) + IRl L2(0.0.22(2300)) = 1} AT,

and note that pu > 0 almost surely, as the processes in its argument are continuous and
starting at 0, almost surely. By Theorem 5.5 and using the localizing sequence for a maximal
solution, for each n > 1 there exists a solution u, on [0, 7,] to (QLP) with initial condition
uo,, and right-hand sides given by

flogs 9Ljop: Pl (5.58)

We now construct a solution u on [0, 7] to (QLP) with initial condition uy and right-hand
sides given again by (5.58). Define Al := T'l, A" := T™\I'""~! for n > 2, and put

u = Z Uplpn, 7= Z Tnlpn.

n>1 n=1

Almost surely we have 7 > 0 since this is the case for each individual stopping time 7.
By causality and the fact that w,lp» is a solution on [0,7,] to (QLP) with initial value
upnlrn = uplpn and right-hand sides as in (5.58), it follows that w is a solution on [0, 7]
to (QLP) with initial condition up and right-hand sides as in (5.58). Finally, if we put
7 = 7' A p, then u is a solution to (QLP) on [0, 7] with initial value uy and right-hand sides

(f.g,h). O

Remark 5.7. In Assumption 5.1 the functions K47, Kpn 1, Konr can also be allowed to
depend on w. Theorem 5.6 remains true in this setting, and this follows from a standard
localization argument.

Moreover, in case the nonlinearities F'; G, H are subcritical it should also be possible to
replace the constant in the locally Lipschitz estimate by a function/process that is singular
in t.
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6. BLOW UP CRITERIA

The main result of the last section (Theorem 5.6) ensures existence of a maximal solution
(u,7) to the problem (QLP). An important question is if this maximal solution is in fact a
global solution. In this section,the we provide blowup criteria that enable us to exclude a
blowup in finite time. More precisely, if we fix a finite time 7" > 0 and we know that the
solution u stays bounded almost surely when approaching 7 A T', then we can conclude that
7 = T with probability one. The precise result will be given in Theorem 6.4

Fix a finite time 7' > 0 throughout this section. If f; € LO(2, LP([0,T],Vy,)), g € L°(Q x
[0,T], L2(U,H)), and h € LY(2 x [0,T],L?(Z,H;v)) are P-measurable, P-measurable, and
P~ -measurable, respectively, and the pairs (p;,0;) are admissible, then define for n > 1 the
stopping time

7o = inf{t € [0, 7] - max [ fil Lo: (0.0.vn,) + 19120020300 + 1PlL20.0.02(23000) = 13 AT
Put f = Z?lfl fi as usual. Introduce the truncated processes
fo=flom) 9n() i==9lps,],  hni=hlpL,), n=>1
As before, we let further
Uy = UOHHuoHSW n=1.

The reader should also recall the space M(a,b) from (5.47). We start out with a first
reduction.

Lemma 6.1. Let Assumption 5.1 hold. Let
fi e LO(Q, LP([0,T),Vg,)), g€ LY x[0,T],La(U, H)), he L(Q x [0,T],L*(Z, H;v)),

be P-measurable, P-measurable, and P~ -measurable respectively, where the pairs (p;, ;) are
admissible. Put f = szl fi- Also, let ug be H-valued and Fy-measurable. Let the truncated
data (Uom, fn, gn, hn) be defined as before the lemma. Consider mazimal solutions (u,o) and
(Un,on), n =1, where
(u,0) solves (QLP) with original (ug, f,g,h),
(Un,on) solves (QLP) with the truncations (uom, fn,gn,hn) in place of (uo, f, g, h).
Consider a Borel measurable mapping
O : M(T) xRy —» Ru {oo}.
Then, if
limian(an <T, O(up,o0,) < oo) —0,

n—o0

we also have
P(O’ <T, O(u,0)< oo) =0.

Proof. Throughout the proof, all solutions refer to problem (QLP) on [0, 7] without explicitly
mentioning it. Observe also that the maximal solutions (u,o) and (uy,oy,) exist owing to
Theorem 5.6 and using Assumption 5.1.
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Put T'), == {||ug|y < n}. On the one hand, by construction I';, 1 Q as n — o0, and on the
other hand, {7, = T} 1 Q as n — o by the integrability condition for the data. Therefore,

Fpn{m=T}19Q asn— w. (6.59)

Owing to Theorem 5.6 there are maximal solutions (vy,, 7,,) with initial value uy and truncated
data (fn, gn, hn). First, we compare v with v,,. To this end, observe first that (u,o A 7,) is a
local solution with initial condition u¢ and truncated data (fy, gn, hy). Thus, by maximality,
0 ATy < Ty and u = vy, on [0,0 A 7). Next, we compare u, with v,. Due to the localization
property in Theorem 5.6, also o, = 7, as well as u, = v, on I';,. Hence, combining both
facts, we find on {r,, = T} n T, that 0 = 0 A T, < T, = 0, with v = v, = u, on
[0,0) x {7, = T} nT',. Similarly, since (v, 7, A 7,) is a local solution with initial value wg
and data (f, g, h), it follows from maximality of v that 7,, A 7,, < o, which gives 0, = 7,, < o
on {7, =T} nT,. In summary, we conclude

c=0, and u=wu, on I'yn{n =T} (6.60)
Then, due to (6.59) and (6.60), we get
Pl{o < T} n {O(u,0) < x0}) = lin&OP({a <T}n{O(u,0) < 0} A {r, =T} A rn)
n—

= lim P({an < T} A {O(tp, 0n) < 0} A {70 = T} rn)

n—aoo
< limian({an < T} A {O(tn, o) < oo}) ~ 0. O
n—o0

Next, we prove a first blowup criterion. Its assumption, the existence of the limit at the
maximal existence time of the solution, will be replaced by the finiteness of a supremum in
Theorem 6.4. The idea of its proof is simple: if limits at the final time o exist, then we can
restart the equation with initial time o using the local wellposedness result of Theorem 5.5
to deduce a contradiction to maximality of the solution.

The procedure is similar to that in [2, Lem. 5.4], but the additional jump part presents
further challenges. These will be solved by using an extension of the stochastic integral to
progressive integrands developed in [41, Thm. 3.3.2]. One of the reasons we need this is that,
a priori, we do not know that o is predictable. Therefore, we cannot exclude the possibility
of jumps at o in the first place. However, in Lemma 6.3 below, we show that ¢ is indeed
predictable, which then implies that the Lévy noise does not introduce jumps at o.

Proposition 6.2. Let Assumption 5.1 be satisfied. Let
fie LY(Q, LP([0,T],Vs,)), g€ L°(Q x [0,T], L2(U,H)), he LY (Q x [0,T], L*(Z,H;v)),

be P-measurable, P-measurable, and P~ -measurable respectively, where the pairs (p;, 0;) are
admissible in the sense of Definition 2.4. Put f = Z?lfl 5. Also, let ug be H-valued, Fo-
measurable, and bounded. If (u,o) is the maximal solution to (QLP) on [0,T] provided by

Theorem 5.5, then
P(O‘ < T, limu(t) exists in H and |ur2(j0,0),v) < oo) = 0.

tto
Proof. By Lemma 6.1, we may assume that the data is already truncated. Define

Wiim = {0 < T, ltle u(t) exists in H and [u]z2([0,0),v) < w0},
g
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and assume for the sake of contradiction that P(Wy,) > 0. By the cadlag property,
SUDge[0,0) |u(8)|m is finite on Wy,. Hence, by an exhaustion argument, there exists M > 0
and a F,-measurable subset W < Wiy, such that P(W) > 0 and

sup [u(s)|# + [ulz2(o,0),v) < M for all we W.

s€[0,0)
This also implies ||u(c—)|x < M on the set W. Define the mappings
é(t, x, Z) = C(t, x, Z)Il‘|,HH<M(:L’) (]IHO,UD (t) + 11[[01] (t):[lw),

J@(t);:LLc‘*(s,u(s—),z)ﬁ(dz,ds), te[o,T],

We first observe that with this choice of C' we have C(t,u(t—), z) = C(t,u(t—), z) for almost
all w € W on [0,0). We note, moreover that IfopIlw is adapted and that on W, the left
limit u(o—) is well-defined and bounded by M, so that also on [o] we have C(o,u(c—), z) =
C(o,u(c—), z) for almost all w € W. Hence by [41, Thm. 3.3.2] J is a well-defined martingale
and admits a cadlag modification which we henceforth refer to by J= and there exists M; > 0
and a set Wy < W of positive probability such that |AJs(o)|n < M. Define an initial
condition

Vg = ILWJ(ltiTm u(t) + Ada(o)).

By construction, v, is F,-measurable and ||vy|lyy < M + M almost surely. Therefore, using
Theorem 5.5 for the initial time o, there exists a maximal solution (@,5) on [o,T] to the
SPDE

du(t) + A(t,u(t)) dt = B(t,u(t)) dW (t) + Liz7 (t)f C(t,u(t—), z) ]V(dz, dt)
u(o) = v,. ’

Clearly & > 0 on Wy as W € Wy < {0 < T'}. Define
u = ulpy ) + Ul 5 Lw,,

as well as the square integrable martingale

Jo(t) : = Lt L C(s,0(s—), 2)1p e (a(s—)) N(dz,ds), te[0,0].
By definition of the initial condition we have
Au(o)lw, = (u(o) — lti%?ﬂ(t))ﬂwf

= (lmu(®) + AJe(o) ~ limu(t)) L,
= AJa(0)Lw,.

Further, by [41, Thm. 3.3.4], the martingales Jo and Jz are indistinguishable on [0, o].
Indeed, recall again that C(s,u(s—), z) = C(s,u(s—),z) on [0,0) and that we always work
with the cadlag modification, so that this follows from

EL L |C(s,u(s=), 2) 1 j<ar(t(s—)) — C(s,u(s—), z) |5, v(dz)ds = 0.
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In particular,

AJa(o)lyw, = Ade(o) Ly,

_Affcsu %)

o= O'ILQ\WJ + 511WJ.

it is straightforward to see that (u,5) is a local solution to (QLP) on [0,7] with initial
condition wug. Since & > o on a set of positive measure, this is a contradiction to the
maximality of (u, o). O

22

(dz,ds)1yy,

almost surely. Therefore, with
the stopping time

With this we can see that the blow up times are predictable, which will be used in the
proof of our final blow up criterion, Theorem 6.4 below.

Lemma 6.3. Let the conditions of Proposition 6.2 hold. Then o is predictable.

Proof. Consider a localizing sequence (0y,)p>1 for u, verifying o,, — o as n — o0, so that by
definition u € M(oy,) a.s. is a solution to (QLP) on [0,0,]. We claim that for the sequence
(0n A (T = 1))n=1 we have o A (T — L) — 0 as n — oo, while o, A (T'— 1) < o for all
n = 1. The convergence holds by definition of (¢, ),>1, so that it suffices to prove the strict

inequality. Indeed, from the path regularity of w on [0, 0,] and by Proposition 6.2, we see

Plop,=0<T)=Plo,=0<T, tl%m u(t) exists in H and [u]2([o,0,1,v) < )
On

=P(o, =0 <T, ltle u(t) exists in H and [u]2([o,01,v) < ) =0,
ag

which proves o, < o on {o < T}. Clearly also 0 A (T — %) < o =T on {o = T}. This
finishes the proof. O

Finally, we have the tools to prove the main theorem of this section, a blowup criterion
based on finiteness of the supremum of the maximal solution. Using a stopping time argument
and suitable linear auxiliary problems, this case can be reduced to the blowup criterion in
Proposition 6.2.

Theorem 6.4. Let T > 0. Suppose Assumption 5.1. Let
fi € L9, L7([0,T), Vi), g€ LS x [0.T], La(U H)), h e L x [0,T), L2(Z, H;v)),

be P-measurable, P-measurable, and P~ -measurable respectively, where the pairs (p;, 0;) are
admissible in the sense of Definition 2.4. Put f = ZZ 1 fi- Also, let ug be H-valued and
Fo-measurable. Let (u,o) be the mazimal solution to (QLP) on [0,T]. Then

P<a <T, sup [ult)|x + fo lu(t)|% ds < oo) —0.

te[0,0)

Proof. As in the proof of Proposition 6.2 we may assume the data is truncated already. Let

Wap = {o <, sup Ju(®)s + | lu)fat < oo},
te[0,0) 0
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Wiim = {0 < T, ltleu(t) eH and J |u(t)|3, dt < oo}
o 0

Define
T = inf{t € [0,0) : [ulpq) =1} Ao
Then supyepo ) [w(t) |2 + [ulz2(j0,7,,],) < n. By construction of Wyyp, one has
{Tn =0 <T} " Waup = {0 = 0} " Waup I Weup as n — 0. (6.61)
Now, for each n > 1 we define the operators

An(t)v = Ap(t, u(t) Lo, (£)v + Ao(t, u(t) Lo ) (1)),
By (t)v == Bo(t, u(t) Lo 5, (t))v, Ch(t, 2) == Co(t, u(t—)Ljo,r) (1), 2)
as well as the right-hand sides
Fn(t) == F(t,u(t)Ljor,)) + f(t),  Gult) = Gt u(t)lf,,)) + 9(t),
Hy(t) == H(t,u(t—)1[o5,)(t),2) + h(t, 2).
Consider on [0,7] the linear SPDE

dv + Ap(t)odt = F,(t) dt + (Bp(t)v + Gn(t)) dW (t) (6.62)
+ j (Cu(t, 2) + Hyult, 2)) N(dz,dt)
Z

v(0) = up.

Due to Assumption 5.1 and the boundedness of ulpy,,) we see that, for each n > 1, the
operators (A, By, Cy,) satisfy Assumption 4.1. Moreover, using (5.48) and a calculation
similar to Lemma 5.3, Assumption 5.1 together with the boundedness of ulp ) ensure that
(Fn, G, Hy) satisfy the integrability conditions of Theorem 4.38 for each n > 1. Hence, for
each n > 1, there exists a unique solution v, to (6.62) on [0, 7] satisfying

T
E sup [vn(s)]F + EJ |on (s)[% ds < oo.
s€[0,T] 0

Moreover, by uniqueness u = v, a.s. on [0, 7,)). Since o is predictable owing to Lemma 6.3,
Proposition 4.9 ascertains that v, does not experience jumps at o. It follows that a.s. on
Wsup,

ltiTr? u(t) i, o<ty = ltlTIcrrl Un(t) Lz, —g<1y = Vn(0) € H. (6.63)

Hence, by (6.61) and (6.63) we have
P(Wayp) = lim P(Wsup Ay =0 < T})
n—
< J%P(Itig u(t) exists in H, |ullr2(j0,0],v) < 0, Th =0 < T)
< ]P)(Wlim) = 07

where in the last step we used Proposition 6.2. 0
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7. GLOBAL WELL-POSEDNESS UNDER COERCIVITY CONDITIONS

7.1. Existence and uniqueness results. Under a coercivity condition on (A, B,C) we
prove global existence and uniqueness.

Theorem 7.1 (Global well-posedness). Suppose that Assumption 5.1 holds. Letug € L°(Q, H)
be an Fo-measurable initial value and let

fi e LY(Q, LP([0,T],Vs,)), g€ L°(Q, L*([0,T], L2(U,H))), he LY (Q, L*([0,T], L*(Z, H;v)))

be P-measurable, P-measurable, and P~ -measurable, respectively, for all T > 0, where the
pairs (pi, 0;) are admissible (see Definition 2.4). Put f = Zzifl fi. Suppose that for all T > 0
there exist k,n > 0 such that a.s. for all v eV and almost every t € [0,T1],

(At 0),v) = (5 + MIBE0)IZ, w30 — (3 +WICE ) r2(2000)

n (7.64)
> wol$ — () vl3, — w () = Y it vl g,
=1

where ¢ € LY(0,T) is positive, 1 € LO(Q, L'([0,T])), ¢; € LY(Q, LP ([0, T])) with admissible
pairs (pi, 6;).
Then there erists a unique global solution u € L2 ([0,90),V) n D([0,0),H) to (1.5).

loc
Moreover, for every T > 0 there is a constant Cr such that

T m
E sup ()l + E [ 1uto)l dt < Or (Bluolf, + Elvlgom + 3 Bl o)
€\0, =1

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume that the parameter n in (7.64) coincides
with the one from (5.46). Fix 7' > 0. Let (u,7) be the maximal solution of Theorem 5.6
on [0,7]. The idea will be to use the blowup criterion of Theorem 6.4. By Lemma 6.1 we
may assume that the data (f,g,h) is square integrable and wug is uniformly bounded. By
the same type of argument as in Lemma 6.1 we may suppose that ¢ € L'(Q, L'([0,T])) and
i € LA, LPi([0,77)).
Let (7], )n=1 be a localizing sequence for (u,7) and let
o = inf{t € [0,7,] : lullz2(jo,,0) + sup [u(s) — uolly = n} A .
s€[0,t]
Then w is a solution to (1.5) on [0,7,]. Now the plan is to use the coercivity assumption

(7.64) and Proposition 3.5 to find an a-priori estimate.
Let % e L%(Q, D([0,T],H)) n L?(R2, L*([0,T],V)) be the solution to the linear problem

do(t) + Ao(t)v(t) dt = f(t)dt + G(t) AW (t) + f h(t,z) N(dz, dt)

Z
v(0) = uo,
which is well-posed by the linear result of Theorem 4.6 applied with
Ao(t) = Ao(t, u(t) o, (1), F() = Loy (OIF (8, u(t) + F(B)],

~

g(t) = ﬂ[O,Tn](t)B(t7u(t))7 h(t7 Z) = ]]'[O,Tn] (t)C’(t,u(t—),z).
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Here we used (5.46) and the definition of 7, to ensure the coercivity condition. By uniqueness,
@ =wuon [0,7,].
Next, we apply the coercivity condition for the nonlinear equation via Proposition 3.5. Let
A(t,v) = 1[07%] (t)A(t,’U) + :H'(Tn,T] (t)A()(t, O)U,
B(t,v) = 11 ()B(t,v), C(t,v,2) = 1f,()C(t,v,2), veV,z€ Z
Then from the coercivity assumption (7.64) we see that a.s. for all v € V and almost every
te[0,T],

CA(tv),0) = (5 + B 0) |2, w0 — G+ MICE V)220
N m
> ®vl} — o@)vlf — 0 — X ei®) vl 5.,
i=1

where & = min{k, ko} and ¢ = min{¢, ¢} (recall that the constants ko and ¢y stem
from (5.46) applied with n = 0). By construction, the process u satisfies

dii(t) + A(t, () dt = B(t,u(t)) dW (t) + f C(t,u(t—), z) N(dz,dt)
Z
17(0) = UQ

on [0,T]. Therefore, by Proposition 3.5 with
Ay (tv U) = H[O,Tn] <t>AL (tu U)U + H(Tn,T] (t)AL (t7 O)U7
As(t,v) = Ljo.7,, (1) As(t,0)v + 17, 1(t) As(t, 0)v,

As(t,v) = Lo, (0)F(t,v), and A;3 = f; for i € {1,...,my} (recalling the localization) we
obtain

T m
E sup [iit)[f, + Efo [a(®)15 dt < C(Eluoly, + Elliqory + 2 Bl g0z )
€|0, =1

Since u = u on [0, 7,], after letting n — oo and applying Fatou’s lemma it follows that

E sup [u(t)lh + B fo Ju(®)1 dt < C(Eluoly, + Bl liqoy + D, BNl 25, g0z )-
€|0,7 i=1

Therefore, by Theorem 6.4 we can conclude that

.

P(r <T) = P(T <T, sup Ju(t)|s + f lu(t)|? ds < oo) ~ 0.
te[0,7) 0

This implies 7 = T a.s. Since T" was arbitrary, this completes the global existence proof by

uniqueness. Moreover, the a priori estimate follows as well.
O

Remark 7.2. It is possible to take n = 0 in (7.64). For this, one can use the stochastic
Gronwall lemma, and the a-priori estimate needs to be replaced by a different estimate. For
details the reader is referred to [3, Theorem 3.5].
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As a first simplification, we state a version without inhomogeneities. In this way, also the
coercivity condition is simplified.

Corollary 7.3 (Global well-posedness). Suppose that Assumption 5.1 holds. Let ug €
LY(Q,H) be an Fy-measurable initial value and let f = 0, g = 0 and h = 0. Suppose
that for all T > 0 there exist k,m > 0 such that a.s. for all v eV and almost every t € [0,T],

(At 0),0) = (5 + I Bt 0) 2w — (3 + MICE v, )2z = w0l — o@)ollF — v(),

where ¢ € L1(0,T), v e L°(Q, L'([0,T))).
Then there exists a unique global solution u € L2 ([0,%0),V) n D([0,%0),H) a.s. to (1.5).
Moreover, there is a constant Cp such that

T
Ets[lé%] ()l + EL lu®)[ dt < Cr (Eluol3, + Elv]1o,ry)) -
€Y,

Moreover, in the special case that G and H are globally Lipschitz we can further simplify
the formulation and omit 7 in the coercivity condition. The proof is similar to Lemma 4.4.

Corollary 7.4 (Global well-posedness). Suppose that Assumption 5.1 holds with pg = pg =
0. Let ug € L°(2,H) be an Fo-measurable initial value and assume that f =0, g = 0 and
h = 0. Suppose that for all T > 0 there exist k,n > 0 such that a.s. for all v eV and almost
every t € [0,T],

(Ao(t,v),v) = §IBo(t, )| 2, w20) = 31C0(E, v, ) T2 2200 = El0IG — (B 0]5 — v (1),
and
(F(t,v),v) < o(t)|v]F, + v(t), (7.65)

where ¢ € LY(0,T), ¢ € LY(Q, LY([0,T])). Then there exists a unique global solution u €
L2 ([0,0),V) n D([0,00),H) a.s. to (1.5). Moreover, there is a constant Cr such that

loc

T
E o ()l + EL [u(®)I} dt < Cr (Eluoly, + B¢l 11 o.ry) -
€Y,

7.2. Continuous dependence on the initial data. Next we prove continuous dependency
on the initial data.

Theorem 7.5 (Continuous dependence on the initial data). Suppose that the conditions of
Theorem 7.1 hold and let u denote the global solution to (1.5) provided there. For eachn > 1
let u™ denote the unique global solution to (1.5) with strongly Fo-measurable initial data ug.
Suppose that |ug — uf |y — 0 in probability, then for every T € (0,0),

|w — v 20,0y + v =" po,r1,) — O in probability as n — oo.
12

If additionally sup,,~, E|ug|* < o0, then for any q € (0,2)

lw =" Lo,z2o. vy + v = v Le,p(0,77,7)) = 0 as n — .

The following tail estimate is the key to the proof of the continuous dependency. A key
part in the proof is the usage of a stochastic Gronwall lemma.
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Proposition 7.6. Suppose that the conditions of Theorem 7.1 hold. Let u and v denote the
solution to (1.5) with initial values ug and vo with the property that there is an r > 0 such
that a.s. |uolls + ||voln < r. Then for every T > 0 there exist x1,x2 : [r,0) — (0,00), both
independent of uy and vo and such that limg_ x2(R) = 0, such that for alle >0 and R > r
one has

X1 (R)E[uo — vollF + x2(R)(1 + E|ugl3, + E|vol3,),

where M(T) = D([0,T],H) n L*([0,T],V) as in Section 5.

P(Jlu —v|pmry =€) <e

Proof. Let w = u —v. Then w is the unique solution to
dw + Ag(tyw(t)ydt = fu(t)dt + (Bo(t)w(t) + gu(t))dW (1)
+§,(Co(t, 2)v(t—) + hw(t, 2)) N(dz,dt),
w(0) = up — Vo,
where Ag(t)w = Ap(t, u(t))w+As(t, u(t))w, Bo(t)w = Bo(t,u(t)), Co(t, 2)w = Co(t, u(t—), z)w,
and where f,, = f1 + fo + f3, gw = 91 + g2, hey = h1 + ha are given by

fi= ((AL(>U) - AL('?”))”? f2 = (AS('7U) - AS('?”))Ua
f3 = F(au) _F('7U)v
g1 = (BO('vu) - BO('?”))”? 92 = G(?“’) - G(':’”)?

hy = (CO('v 'LL( _)7 Z) - CU('a U(' _)7 Z))U( _)a hg = H(v U( _)a Z) - H(7 U(' _)a Z)
In order to derive an a-priori estimate for w, we will apply coercivity for (/ng, éo, CN'()) combined
with a stochastic Gronwall argument. In order to check (4.34) we will use (5.46) and a
stopping time argument to ensure |uly + |[v|y < R, where R > r. Let
TR := inf {t € 0,T] : |Ju(t)|p + [lv)|n = R} AT.
Then {rp = T} = {supscpor) |u(t)|# + lv(t)|x < R}. Moreover, by Markov’s inequality in
conjunction with Theorem 7.1,

Cr
P(rr <T) < P( sup (Ju®)lx + o)) > R) < 5-(1+ Eluoll3, + Elvol,),
te[0,T)
where Cr depends on the data, but not on the initial values. Thus by the global estimate of
Theorem 7.1 deduce

P(lwlsmry = €) = Plwlsmirp) = € 7r = T) + P(rr < T) (7.66)

Cr
< P(|wlpmirg) =€) + f(l + Eluol%, + Elvo|l3,)-

It remains to estimate P(|w||rq(r) = €) via coercivity and a stochastic Gronwall lemma.
Let w be the solution to

dib + Ao m(O)(t) dt = Lo, fun(t) dt + (Bo.r()B(1) + Lo, gu(t)) AW (1)
5(0) +§,(Cor(OT(t=) + Ljg rpyhw(t, 2)) N(dz, dt),
w = ug — vg.

Here, after setting ur(t) := 1y ,,)(t)u(t), we use the notation

Ao r(t)y = AL(t, ur(t)y + Lo (H) As(t, ur(t))y
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Bo,r(t)y = L1071 (t) Bo(t, ur(t))y,
CNtO,R(t? Z)y = H[O,TR] (t)CO(ta ’LLR(t—), Z)y

when y € V. Note that @ = w on [0, 7g]]. Next, by Itd’s formula (see Corollary 2.10) and the
coercivity condition (5.46) we find that

|@(®) 3, + 2681 D7 2(0,1,) <luo —volF, + D(t) + M(t),

where the deterministic term is given by
j (@(5), Lo ) (5) () + Dm(s)@(5) 13, ds
f 21(0,7,1(5) (Bo.r®, 9u () £w,30) + Ljo,r1 () 190 ()1 (0120 I
f | 2(00a(5)a5,2). Col 05D + g9 (5. ) P (=),
and the stochastic term M (t) is given by
M) =2 [ @061 Bal16) + 110y (Do) a5
#2 [ [ @069, Conlos5) + 1Mol ) V=, )

t ~
+ fo fZICo,R<s,z>w<s—>+n[o,m]@)h 2|2, M(dz, ds)

Observe that M is a local martingale.
Next we estimate the Lebesgue integrals appearing in the It6 formula pointwise in 2. On
[0,7r), taking W = w into account, we have
| frllve = II(AL( u) — AL(, 0)vlvs < v,
| fallas = [(As(u) = As (- v)v]ay < lga>
[fsllar = 1F(u) = F(,0)|ap < Crr( + [ulfl + 0I5 @] -

Since [(W, fu)| < o, [(@, f;)| we estimate these terms individually. Let § > 0 be arbitrary.
For fi on [0,7r) we have

K@, fol < lwlvlfilvs <
Using interpolation estimates and the boundedness of ||v|y on [0, 7r) we obtain

K@, f2)l < [@hhi-aal follan

KaRT|®1-a,l@]#[v]p,
2aA+1|

<@l + Csrr @30l

N

2aAHU

< Kapr|wl \NHV (PA

< 8| @[5 + Co.n Ko |3,
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where K, (t) = KAR,T(t)Q/l““AHUHZ/;“‘IA. Combining the conditions on (a4,4) and v €
M(0,T) with the first estimate in (5.48), one can check that

2 a 2 o
1ol torad < 1K aRT OIS Gry 1013500 (o n < ORI (0210

for some constant C'r and where v4 = 2(264—1)/142a,4 < 2. For f3 we find in a similar way

K@, fa)l < |wlh-ap | f3]lar
< Crrl@1-ap (1 + [ulgy + 015 1@ s,

//\

~124+2 -2 ~128p—2
RTH Frain BFH 13777200 (1 + Jul 5 + ol5E)

where K, ,(t) = (1 + |u g? + |v| g?)l/““F‘BF. Combining the subcriticality condition (5.45)
with the first estimate in (5.48), one can check that | Ky, r1(0,7) < Cr(1 + HUH%Q([O 710 +

U,y

HUHZLg([OyT]w) for some constant Cr. The terms ngH%Q(U’H) and th”%Q(U{H) can be estimated
similarly. The mixed terms can be reduced to the previous ones by arguing as in Lemma 4.4.

The other deterministic terms can be estimated similarly and in total we obtain that for
all § > 0 there exists an Kg € L'(Q, L*(0,T)) such that a.s. for all ¢ € [0, 7R)

5J l5(s) vds+f K(s)|[@(s)|2, ds,

where |Kg|z1 1) < Cr(1+ HuHL2( 011v) + ||UHL2 0.7, V)) Therefore, we can conclude that

@EIZ + 18122 0.4.v) <Orlluo — vol + L 0K R(s)|(s)|3 ds + S(1),

where 0 = max{1, /-{}_21}. Now the stochastic Gronwall inequality [16, Corollary 5.4] gives
that for all €,y > 0 one has

QRe

P(| @37y > €°) < E([uo —vo[3,) + P(Or|KR|L101) > 7). (7.67)
By Markov’s inequality and Theorem 7.1 we can estimate

ORE| KR 11 (0,1

(QRHKRHLl (0,7) =~ 7) <

v

Cr(1 +E[ul3, +E||UH 1)
h ’Y
- Cr(1 + E|uo|3, + E[v|3,)

~y
where C%, also depends on Cr, 9 and ;. Now we plug the last bound back into (7.67) and
set v := RC}, x1(R) := Ore” to obtain

N X1(R) (1 + Efuo|3, + E|v[%)
]P)(Hw”i/l(T) >¢e?) < 2 E(|luo — vol3) + ;; "
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Combining the estimates with (7.66) and using w = w on [0, 7g) we see that

R 1+ E|uo|?, + E|v|?
Pl > o) < LB (g wolf) + (€ + 1) L Elola LB
O
Proof of Theorem 7.5. Given Proposition 7.6, we can argue as in [3, Theorem 3.8]. O

8. APPLICATIONS

Due to our results, the applications in [3, Section 5] can be generalized to the case of Lévy
noise. In particular, this includes Cahn—Hilliard, tamed Navier Stokes, Allen—Cahn in the
strong setting for d € {1,2,3,4}, a quasilinear equation for d = 1, as well as many more. All
of these problems can be considered on bounded or unbounded domains, since we never need
the compactness of V — H.

Below we present several examples which differ in essential points from the ones in [3].
The first one in Subsection 8.1, is on reaction-diffusion equations with nonlinearities which
have higher powers than could be covered before. In particular, this enables us to include
the Allen—Cahn equation in the weak setting for d = 2, see Example 8.4 (which requires
ap = 1/2). Moreover, in Example 8.5 we also discuss a new type of nonlinearity which we
can consider by taking Sr = 1. Another example with singular drift term is presented in
Example 8.6.

In Subsection 8.2, a class of fluid dynamics equations will be presented. Moreover, in Sub-
sections 8.3 and 8.4 we present the stochastic Kuramoto—Sivashinsky equation and the Swift—
Hohenberg equation, which are both fourth order equations. For the Kuramoto—Sivashinsky
equation we will see that ap = 1/4 is needed. We explain how the extra flexibility makes it
possible to weaken the conditions on the nonlinearities compared to the known results in the
literature.

8.1. Reaction-diffusion equations in the weak setting. In this section, we consider
second order equations with Dirichlet boundary conditions in the weak setting in the PDE
sense. The setting is similar to [3, Section 5.3] and [29]. The goal of the section is to show
that the extended setting allows to include new nonlinearities with polynomial growth for low
dimensions. Most notable is that cubic nonlinearities can also be included for d = 2. These
were excluded in the above two references due to the fact that the embedding H'(&) —
L*(0) fails. We can circumvent this issue due to the flexibility in the condition on F. At
the same time, the results will be presented for the more general case of Lévy noise. For
simplicity, the results are only presented for bounded domains, but they extend to unbounded
domains as well.
Let ¢ < R? be open and bounded. Let

V=H}(0), H=L*0) and V*=H(0).
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The equation we consider is of the form

[ du = [div(aVu) + f(-,u) + div(f(-,u))] dt
+Z V)u + gn(:, )]dw?
n=1
) + L [(e(2) - V(=) + h(u(-—), 2)] N(dz,dt),  on 8
u =0, on 00,
[ u(0) = u, on 0,

where (w} : t > 0),>; are independent standard Brownian motions.
Next, we state our assumptions. We emphasize that, compared to the literature mentioned
above, the cases p; € (3,4] for d = 1, and p; = 2 for d = 2 are new.

Assumption 8.1. Suppose that
4 q 2
P1E [O) g] an P2, P3 € [07 E]a
and
(1) @ : R, xQx 0 - Rand b/ := (b))p>1 : Ry x Q x 0 — 2 are P ® B(0)-measurable
and uniformly bounded, and ¢/ : Q x R, x 6 x Z — R is P~ ® B(0) ® Z-measurable
and uniformly bounded.
(2) There exists x > 0 such that a.e. on R, x Q x & and for all £ € R?,

d
Z (ajk(t x)— = Z bl (t,z)bk (t, ) — f A(t,z,2)cF(t,z, 2)v (dz))@&k K|€]2.
k=1 23

(3) The mappings f : Ry x Qx 0 xR - R, f : R, x 2 x 6 xR - R? and g :=
(gn)n=1 : Ry x 2 x 0 x R — (2 are P ® B(0) ® B(R)-measurable, and the mapping
h:QxRy xO0xRxZ—->Ris P~ ®B(0)®B(R)® Z-measurable. Moreover, there is
a constant C' such that for y,5y € R a.e. on Q x Ry x O,

1fCy) = FCI < CA+ [yl + 1Y 1)y =y,
1FCy) < OO+ [y,

1FCy) = FC 9N < OO+ [yl + [y [72)]y — o/,
7y < OO+ [y,

lgC,y) = gC ¥ e + [h(y, ) = h(o s )2z < CA+ Y7 + 117y — ¥/,
lgC )2 + 1BCs 4, )22y < O+ [yl H).

(4) There exist M,C > 0 and n > 0 such that a.e. in Q x R, for all u e CF(0)
(GVU Vu) 2oy + (F( ), Vu) 200y — (F (5 u), u) 120
3+ D 1 V)u+ gu( w3200

n=1

—(3+m) L [(c- V)u+ h(u, 2) 220y 0(d2) = K[ Vulizg) — Mulizg) — C.
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If f does not depend on the z-variable, then one always has (f(-,u), Vu) r2(6) = 0 by the
divergence theorem (see [3, Lemma 5.12]).

In order to formulate (8.68) as (1.5) we set U = (2, H = L*(0), V = H}(0) and V* =
H~1(0). Then V5 — L"(0) for all B € (1/2,1) and r € (2,0) such that —2¢ <28 —1— ¢
(cf. [4, Lemma A.7)).

Let Ag : Ry x Q — LOV,V*), By : Ry x @ — L(V,Lo(U,H)) and Cp : Ry x Q —
L(V,L*(Z,H;v)) be given by

Ao(t)u = —div(a(t, )Vu), (Bo(t)u)n = (bn(t,:) - V)u, (Co(t)u) = (c(t,-, 2) - V)u.

Recall that the non-linearity F' can consist of several parts, see Remark 5.2 (3). Let F =
Fy+ Fy, where F1, Fo : Ry xQxV > V* G: Ry xQxV — Lo(UH)and H: Ry xQxV —
L?(Z,H;v) be given pathwise by

Fy (t’ u) = f(t’ K u())v FQ(tv u) = diV[f(t, ) u())]’

(G(t7 u))n = gn(ta " u())v H(t7 u)(z) = h(tv ) u()v Z)'
A process u is called solution to (8.68) if w is a solution to (1.5) with the above definitions.
It remains to check the conditions of Theorem 7.1. The coercivity condition (7.64) holds
with ¢ and v constant and v; = 0. We check the local Lipschitz condition for F. The one
for F1 and d > 3, was already checked in [3, Section 5.3] (where ap = 0). For d = 1 and
p1 < 3,ord=2and p; < 2, the latter result also applies. The same holds for F5 and G for
any d > 1, and the condition for H can be checked in a similar way. Hence, from now on we

may assume d € {1,2} and p; = 2. Then we have

| Fy (t, u) — Fl(t,v)H% S I+ [ul + [v]P) |u — ]| 220 (by Assumption 8.1)
<1+ HuH’;(pﬁl)(ﬁ) + |v| 2’120)1“)(5))”21 = V| 260141 () (by Holder’s inequality)
<(1+ ||u||g1 + Hngll)H(u — )| (by Sobolev embedding).

As explained above, the Sobolev embedding requires _2(#&1) <26 —1-— g. The largest
possible 81 € (1/2,1] we can take in the criticality condition (5.45) with (pr, ar, Sr) replaced
by (,01,%,61) is (14 p1)(26; — 1) = 2. By the assumption p; > 2, one can check that
B € (1/2,1). Moreover, with this choice, the condition for the Sobolev embedding becomes
d 2 d
— < - =
2 +1) p+1 2
The latter is equivalent to p; < %, which was our assumption.

The next result is now a direct consequence of Theorems 7.1 (or Corollary 7.4 if p3 = 0)
and 7.5.

Theorem 8.2 (Global well-posedness). Suppose that Assumption 8.1 holds. If ps = 0, also
the case n = 0 is permitted. Let ug € L°(Q, L2(0)) be strongly Fo-measurable. Then (8.68)
has a unique global solution

we D([0,0), L2(0)) n L2,([0, ), HE (0)) a.s. (8.69)

loc

and for every T > 0 there is a constant Cp independent of ug such that

IF;HUH2D([0,T],L2((f)) + EHUH;((),T),H(%(@?)) <Cr(l+ ]EHUOH%,?(ﬁ))' (8.70)
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Moreover, u depends continuously on the initial data ug in probability in the sense of Theorem
7.5 with H = L*(0) and V = HE(O).

As a more concrete example, we consider a generalized Burger’s equation with gradient
noise, where for simplicity we take (w, t, z)-independent coefficients. In particular, it includes
the Allen—Cahn equations for d € {1, 2}.

Example 8.3. Let d > 1 and let & be a bounded C'-domain. Consider the problem

du = [Au + f(u) + div(f dt+2 V)u + gn(u)] dw}!
n=1
+ | [ee) - 9putm) + hu),2)] R, ) no, ()
u=0 on 00,
u(0) = ug on 0.
Here, (by)n>1 and (c(2)).ez are real valued such that stochastic parabolicity condition holds:
1 1
0:=1- §H(bn)n>1H§2 - §HCH%2(Z;V) > 0.

For the nonlinearities, we assume that there is a constant C' > 0 such that for y,y’ € R it
holds

[f(y) = fO < CA+ [y + Y1)y — ],
f)l < CO+ [y,

fy) = FI < CA+ [yl + [y 17|y — o],
fy)l < CO+ [y,

<C
lg(y) — 9@ + 11y, ) = by, 220y < Cly =¥l
1(gn())nz1lle2 + 1h(y; )l r2(z) < C(1+ [yl),

where py € [0, %], and ps € [0, 2] (cf. Assumption 8.1). Suppose that the following dissipa-
tivity condition holds: there is an M > 0 such that

yf(y) < M(1+ |y?).

In particular, if d € {1,2}, Burgers type nonlinearities are included: take f(y) = y2. More-
over, if d € {1,2}, Allen-Cahn type nonlinearities such as f(y) = y — %® are included as
well. For d = 1 one can even allow f(y) = y — y°, possibly with additional terms ¢;* with
ie{l,...,4}. Both —y3 for d = 2 and —y° for d = 1 are critical, and where not included in
previous settings.

As in [3, Example 5.13], one can check that Assumption 8.1 is satisfied. Thus, Theorem
8.2 implies that for every strongly Fo-measurable ug :  — L?(0), there exists a unique
global solution u to (8.71) which satisfies (8.69) and (8.70), and the continuous dependency
assertion of Theorem 8.2.

The functions g and h can also have superlinear growth. For simplicity we present this
for the Allen—Cahn equation, and only in the case b = 0, ¢ = 0 and (w, ¢, z)-independent
coeflicients.
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Example 8.4 (Allen—Cahn with quadratic noise). Let d € {1,2}. Consider the problem

du = [Au — u® + ul dt + Z gn(u) dwy + J h(u(-—), z) N(dz, dt) on 0,
n=1 Z

u =0 on 00,
u(0) = ug on 0.

(8.72)

Here, we assume that there exists a Cyp = 0 and C; € [0,2) such that

lg(y) — 9@z + 1Ry, -) = by, 220y < Co(L+ [yl + [¥' Dy —¥/'1,
lg@W) 7 + 1Ay, )72z < Co+ Culyl*,

where y,y’ € R. Then, Theorem 8.2 implies that (8.72) has a unique global solution u as
n (8.69) and (8.70) holds. Indeed, Assumptions 8.1 (1), (2), (3) are clearly satisfied with
p1 = 2 and p3 = 1. For (4) it remains to note that with f(y) = —y® + y we have for n > 0
small enough that a.e. on Ry x Q x & for all y e R

yf W) + G+ mlg@E + G +0)lhy, )ie g, < (5 +m)C—1lyl* + C+ |y
< C(1+ |y]?).
Thus, (4) follows.

Next, we present an example where S = 1 and ap = % By allowing Sr = 1 we can take
F' to act in a nonlinear way in Vu as well. This is not possible if Br < 1 as in earlier works on
the variational setting. The example below is non-physical as far as we know, but we include
it as there might be new types of nonlinearities which can now also be treated. For simplicity
we consider the same form of the equation (8.68) under the same Assumption 8.1 (1) and (2)
on a,b,c. For g, h we assume that they are globally Lipschitz.

Example 8.5 (Nonlinearity of gradient type). Consider (8.68) with f replaced by the non-
linearity f(u, Vu) = —u|Vu| and with d = 1. For (a, b, ¢) we suppose that Assumption 8.1 (1)
and (2) holds. Moreover, we assume that g and h satisfy for y,y’ € R the following;:

lg(y) = 9@l + |1 (y,-) = MY )2z < Cly =¥/l
1(gn(W))nz1lle2 + 1Ay, 220y < C(1 + |y)).

Then for every strongly Fo-measurable ug : 2 — L?(0) there exists a unique global solution
u to (8.68) which satisfies (8.69) and (8.70), and the continuous dependency assertion of
Theorem 8.2 holds. To see this, it suffices as before to check that the conditions of Corollary
7.4 are satisfied. Most conditions are clear. We need to verify the mapping properties of
F(u) = —u|Vul. The coercivity (F(u),uy < 0 is obvious from the choice of the nonlinearity.

We check the mapping properties of F' with the choices fr = 1 and ap = 1/2. Note that
for u,v eV,

[ulVul = v[Vol[12(0) < [(u = 0)[VullL2(0) + [0(IVu] = [VU])] 12(0)

lu —v| Lo () [ VUl L2(0) + (V] L2y [Vu = V[ 12

<
<
< (July + [vlv)llu — vy,
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where we used V = H! < L% for d = 1 in the last step. Therefore, pr = 1, and the
subcriticality condition (5.45) is satisfied.

Example 8.6 (Singular drift). Suppose that Assumption 8.1 holds. Consider (8.68) with
an additional term Ag(t)u = Agou + Agu = (ou + Z;-I:I ¢;0ju, where (p € L}OC([O, o)) and
¢je L2 ([0,0)). Recall from Remark 5.2 (3) that Ag is indeed allowed to consist of a finite

loc
sum of operators with individual growth restrictions. One has

[As1(tullz2(o) < S0l (o),

1/2
where ((t) := (Z?:l 1¢;(¢) |2> . This shows that Ag; indeed satisfies the growth estimate of

Assumption 5.1 with a1 = 1/2, fa1 =1, and 741 = 2. The Agy term can be treated in the
same way with a4 0 = 1/2, Bao = 1/2, and r41 = 1. The coercivity condition of Assumption
8.1 (4) still holds with this additional term if the constant M is replaced by ¢ := —|(o| which
is in L ([0,00)). Indeed, the first order term cancels since §, udjudz = §, 0;(u?/2)dx = 0,
where we benefit from the Dirichlet boundary conditions. The zeroth order term is taken

care of via the ¢-term.

8.2. Stochastic fluid dynamics models with Lévy noise. The general problem we con-
sider has the form

du + Apudt = ®(u,u)dt + (Bou + G(u)) dW + f (Cou(-—) + H(u(-—))) N(dz, dt), (8.73)
Z .
u(0) = up.
Many fluid dynamics models fit into the above setting for a suitable bilinear map ® :
Vi x Va — V* (see e.g. [5, 11]). For example, it includes the 2d Navier-Stokes equations
on bounded or unbounded domains, but also 2d quasigeostrophic equations, 2d Boussinesq
equations, 2d magneto-hydrodynamic equations, 2d magnetic Bénard problem, 3d Leray a-
model for Navier—Stokes equations, or shell models of turbulence. Since these papers explain

many details on the specific fluid dynamics applications, we will only formulate the abstract
results below.

Assumption 8.7. Let Ag e L(V,V*), By e L(V,L2(U,H)) and Co € L(V,L*(Z, H;v)).
(1) There exist £ > 0 and C' > 0 such that for all v e V,
(Apv,v) — HBOUHLQ UsH) HCOUHB ZwH) © ’iH””% - C”UH%{
(2) @: V3, x Vs, — L(U,H) is bilinear and satisfies
|@(u, v)llvx < Cllufvy, lvlvs,, <w ®(u,u)) =0, uw,veV.

(3) For some Bq, Br € (1/2,1), G : Vg, — L2(U,H) and H : Vs, — L*(Z, H;v) are globally
Lipschitz

To formulate (8.73) as (1.5) we let A(v) = Agv — F(v) with F' : Vg — V* given F(v) =
®(v,v). Then F satisfies Assumption 5.1 with pr = 1 and Sr = 3/4.
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Theorem 8.8. Suppose that Assumption 8.7 holds. Then for every ug € L°(Q, H) strongly
Fo-measurable, (8.73) has a unique global solution u € L% _([0,00),V) n D([0,%0),H) a.s.
Moreover, for all T € (0,00)

T

E sup [u(t)[3; + EJ Ju()[Hdt < Cr(1 + Eluo|3,)-
te[0,T7] 0

Furthermore, the following continuous dependency on the initial data holds: if ug € LO(SGH)

strongly Fo-measurable are such that |ug—ug|lz — 0 in probability, then for every T € (0, ),

lw—w"l|z2jo,ryv) + |l = u"|pory30) — O in probability,
where u" is the unique global solution to (8.73) with initial data ug.

Proof. We apply Corollary 7.4 and Theorem 7.5. It is straightforward to check that Assump-
tion 5.1 holds with Ag = 0. Indeed, for F' note that by the bilinearity and boundedness

1F'(u) = F(v)[yx = [@(u,u) — @(v,v) [y
= |P(u,u —v) + P(u — v,v)|p=
< C(Jullss + lvllaa) [ — vllsa-

This leads to pp = 1 and B = 3/4, which is critical. By the conditions on G and H we may
take pg = 0 = py. For the coercivity condition (7.65) it suffices to note that

(F(u),uy = {(®(u,u),uy = 0. O

Remark 8.9. The problem (8.73) also fits into the setting of [9] if one assumes an additional
smallness condition on the noise (see (1.2) in the latter paper).

8.3. Stochastic Kuramoto—Sivashinsky equation. We are going to study a fourth order
equation called the Kuramoto—Sivashinsky equation. We consider the conservative form of
the equation as studied in [40]. It is used both for chemical reactions and laminar flames.
The nonlinearity is of Burgers’ type, and can be handled in our new variational setting.

A stochastic version of the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation was considered in [12]. We
show how our results can be used to simplify their proofs and weaken the conditions on the
nonlinearity (see Remark 8.12 for a comparison). For simplicity, we only consider Gauss-
ian noise, but the results can be extended to the case of Lévy noise without difficulty. For
simplicity, we formulate the results on a bounded C?-domain ¢ < R?. With minor modifi-
cations, the result could be formulated for unbounded domains as well, since we do not need
any compactness of embeddings.

On & consider the following fourth order equation:

du = [-A%u — Au — div(f(u))] dt + Z n (-, u, Vu) dwy on 0,
n=1

u=0 and Au=0 on 00, (8.74)
u(0) = ug on 0.

As usual, the w™ are independent standard Brownian motions with respect to our given

filtration. The nonlinearity div(f(u)) is of conservative type, which will be used below in
(8.75).
The only assumption we will need is the following:
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Assumption 8.10. Let d > 1, p € [0,6/d] and let & be a bounded C?-domain. Suppose
that f : R — R? and there exists a constant C such that for all v,y € R,

[fw) = FEOI < CA+ Iyl + 117y — v/l
Suppose that g: 2 x Ry x 0 x R x R? — 2 is P ® B(0) ® B(R) ® B(RY)-measurable, and
there is a constant C such that for all 4,7/ € R and v,v’' € R, a.e. on Q x Ry x €
Cly —y'| + Clo =],
C(1+ [y| + o).

Hg(" Y, U) - g('? ylv U,)H@
Hg(7 Y, U)H@

The physical case corresponds to p = 1, which is admissible for d < 6

In order to show well-posedness, we formulate (8.74) in our setting and check the conditions
of Corollary 7.4. Let V = H?(0) n H}(0), H = L*(0). Then for all B € (1/2,1), V5 —
H*=2(0). Moreover, one can show that V34 = H(0), and thus by duality V4, = H™Y(0).

Let Agv = A?v + Av, By = 0, Cy = 0. Then the required coercivity condition follows
from elliptic regularity theory (using the C2-regularity of the domain) and the interpolation
inequality:

NN

(Aogv,v) = [A0] T2 () = [VVIT2() = BlvlH20) = Cloli20):
Define F', G and H by F(v) = div(f(v)) and G(v) = g(- ,U,Vv) and H = 0. Then
IG (s u) = GCv)l e = l9(u, Vu) = g v, Vo)l 2oy
< Cllu = v 200y + C|Vu = Vo[ 126y < C'lu — v]34.
The growth condition can be proved in the same way.
To check the conditions on F it suffices to check the locally Lipschitz estimate, since F'(0)

is a constant and hence in V*. First, let d > 3. By the Sobolev embedding and Hélder’s
inequality we find

|F(u) = F)[ve < [f(w) = F(0)lg-1(0)
< |f () = F ()l o)
< O+ ful” + o) |u = vl o)
< Cl( + ““H Trer (o) T H”ler(pﬂ)(ﬁ))uu - UHLT(/JH)(ﬁ)a
where we set —% =—-1- %. Since d > 3, we see that r € (1,2). Taking the critical value

Br ; 41 2;+p one can check that Vj < H*~2(0) «— L7r+1)(0) if4ﬁp—2—g > _ﬁ =

—or ~ 3T The latter condition is equivalent to p < 2. It follows that F' satisfies the
required locally Lipschitz condition with ap = 0 and (8, p) as above.

Next, consider d € {1,2}. Without loss of generality we may assume p > 1. Taking
ap = 1/4 (recall Vyy = H'(0)) and the corresponding critical value S = 3 + which
is in (1/2,1), we find that

| F(u) = F(v)[1/a

3
4(p+1)

[ (u) = F () z2(0)

<
< O+ [u]? + [v])|u — vl p2(0)

< (1+ ||u||L2(p+1)(ﬁ) + HUHL2(0+1) ﬁ))”u UHLQ(pH)(ﬁ)
C

"1+ Julge + [vlise)lu = vl

N
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where in the last step we applied the Sobolev embedding with 45 — 2 — % > _ﬁ% which
again is valid due to p < 6/d.
To check the coercivity condition (7.65) for F note that for all v € C%(&) with v = 0 on

00 by integration by parts and the divergence theorem
(F(v),v) = J f)-Voudr = f div(®(v)) dx = 0, (8.75)
o o

where we set ®(y) = ¥ f(z)dz. By an approximation argument this extend to all v €
H?(0) n H}(O).
From Corollary 7.4 we conclude the following result.

Theorem 8.11 (Global well-posedness). Suppose that Assumption 8.10 holds. Let ug €
LO(Q; L2(0)) be strongly Fo-measurable. Then (8.74) has a unique global solution

ue C([0,), L*(0)) n Li,o([0,0), H*(6) n Hy(0)) a.s.,
and for every T' > 0 there exists a constant Cr independent of uy such that
Eluléo.r1,12(0)) + Elulz2 o0 1209 < Cr(1+ EluolL2(s))-

Furthermore, the following continuous dependency on the initial data holds: if u € L°(Q; L*(0))
are strongly Fo-measurable such that ||ug — ugl|r2(e) — 0 in probability, then for every
T € (0,0),

lu = u"™[ 2o, 2(0)) + u — vl c(or);L2(0)) = O in probability,
where u™ is the unique global solution to (8.73) with initial data ug.

Remark 8.12.

(1) It is straightforward to find a correspondence between the way the noise is modeled
in [12] and our setting. Indeed, if g denotes the nonlinearity in the latter paper, then
we can take g, = cpeng, where (¢,) € (2 and sup,,o; |len| = () < © are coming from
their Brownian noise term. The L*-bound follows from their condition (C'). In this
way ¢, satisfies Assumption 8.10.

(2) Without any further conditions, it is possible to let g and h depend on V2u as well,
if the Lipschitz constant with respect to this variable is small enough. This can be
proved by a fixed point argument.

(3) More interesting might be that it is possible to include a linear term of the form
Bu = Zgjzl b’ 0;0;u. In order to ensure coercivity, one needs that for all u €

H%*(0) n H}(O) it holds

d
HAUH%%(}) - % Z H Z biijaiajuH

n=1 ij=1

S buleg — CllulZa -
L2(0) 12(0) L2(0)

If the domain & is convex and C?, then a sufficient condition for the latter is

d
D 20 BB G < (2 - )P

n>1i,j,k,l=1
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where [£]? = Zf =1 51»27 ;- To see this, one can apply Kadlec’s formula (see [36, Exercise
5.5.6-7] and [6, Appendix]).

(4) In [12], in the case where g only depends on u, the assumption on f is that p = 2 if
1<d<5,and p <6/dif d > 6. In the case g also depends on Vu, they assume that
the dependency has a small Lipschitz constant, and that p = 1if d =1 and p < 2/d
if d = 2. The latter excludes the physical case p = 1 if d = 2. Our conditions are
more flexible and include the physical nonlinearity for d < 6.

(5) In the above paper, it is claimed that one even has that the solution mapping uy —
u from L2(Q, L?(0)) into L?(Q, L%([0,T], H?(0)) n C([0,T], L?(0))) is Lipschitz
continuous. This was proved for the truncated equation, but we do not know how to
extend this to the full problem. A partial result does hold. Indeed, by a standard
argument involving uniform integrability, we can obtain such result with range space
LY(Q, L*([0,T], H?(0)) n C([0,T], L*(€))) with arbitrary q € (0,2) (see [3, Theorem
3.8]).

8.4. Remarks about the stochastic Swift—-Hohenberg equation. The Swift-Hohenberg
equation appears in several application areas and is a partial differential equations which has
special pattern formations. In the stochastic case, it has been studied on a bounded inter-
val with Dirichlet boundary conditions in [15]. The well-posedness theory was extended to
more general bounded domains in [3, Section 5.6]. Using the theory of our paper, it can be
extended to the setting with Lévy noise. Furthermore, we can weaken the condition on the
nonlinearity considerably and are now also able to include the important case of fifth-order
polynomials in the cases d = 1 and d = 2. In [3] these type of nonlinearities were excluded
except if d = 1. More generally, the condition on the nonlinearity f in the latter work can
be replaced by p < %. This gives many new cases for d € {1,2,3,4}.

To prove the above statement, by the cases already considered in [3] we may assume
de {1,2,3,4} and p > 2. In the same way as we saw before Theorem 8.2 (and similarly in
Theorem 8.11), one can check that F'(u) = f(u) satisfies our conditions with av = 1/2 and /8
such that (1 +p)(28 —1) =2.
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