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Abstract

The purpose of this note is to provide an optimal rate of convergence in the vanishing
viscosity regime for first-order Hamilton-Jacobi equations with purely quadratic Hamiltonian.
We show that for a globally Lipschitz-continuous terminal condition the rate is of order
O(ε log ε), and we provide an example to show that this rate cannot be sharpened. This
improves on the previously known rate of convergence O(

√
ε), which was widely believed to

be optimal. Our proof combines techniques involving regularization by sup-convolution with
entropy estimates for the flow of a suitable version of the adjoint linearized equation. The
key technical point is an integrated estimate of the Laplacian of the solution against this
flow. Moreover, we exploit the semiconcavity generated by the equation.
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1 Introduction

Let us fix T > 0 and an integer d ≥ 1. Given Lipschitz-continuous functions f, g : Rd → R, we
are interested in the ε→ 0 convergence of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation (HJB)

{

−∂tϕε
t +

1
2 |∇ϕε

t |2 − f = ε
2∆ϕ

ε
t ,

ϕε
T = g.

(1)

It is a standard result [FH73; AC78] that (1) has a unique C1,2 solution ϕε : [0, T ] × R
d → R,

whose gradient is bounded by the Lipschitz constants Lf , Lg of f and g, uniformly in ε:

∀ε ∈ (0, 1], sup
(t,x)∈[0,T ]×Rd

|∇ϕε
t (x)| ≤ Lg + TLf , (2)

see e.g. [Lio82; Lio84]. From the fundamental works [Eva80; CL83; CEL84; BD+97], ϕε con-
verges uniformly on compact sets towards the unique viscosity solution of

{

−∂tϕ0
t +

1
2 |∇ϕ0

t |2 − f = 0,

ϕ0
T = g.

(3)

In this setting, ϕ0
t inherits the gradient bound (2) from ϕε

t and is locally Lispchitz in time, so
that ϕ0 is Lebesgue-almost everywhere (a.e.) differentiable and (3) is satisfied a.e. A natural
question is then to understand the speed of this approximation. The convergence rate below
seems to be due to [Fle64b] and has been widely believed optimal.

Theorem 1.1 (Sub-optimal rate). There exists Csub > 0 such that

∀ε ∈ (0, 1], sup
(t,x)∈[0,T ]×Rd

|ϕε
t (x)− ϕ0

t (x)| ≤ Csub

√
ε.

The main result of the present article is the following optimal rate for this convergence.

Theorem 1.2 (Optimal rate). If f , g are globally Lipschitz and semiconcave, then there exists
Copt > 0 such that

∀ε ∈ (0, 1], sup
(t,x)∈[0,T ]×Rd

|ϕε
t (x)− ϕ0

t (x)| ≤ −Copt ε log ε.

Furthermore, there exists an explicit constant C(d, T, Lf , Lg, λf , λg) > 0 such that

∀(t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R
d, ϕε

t (x)− ϕ0
t (x) ≥ d

2ε log ε− C(d, T, Lf , Lg, λf , λg)ε,

where λf , λg are the semiconcavity constants of f , g. If f ≡ 0, we further show that the same
rate holds without assuming that g is semiconcave.

Interestingly, the leading order term is given by a universal dimensional constant. Our result
is reminiscent of the rate of convergence of the cost in the entropic approximation of optimal
transport [CPT23]. The latter question is related to the small noise limit in the Schrödinger
bridge problem [Léo13], which can be rephrased as a stochastic control problem of planning
type, the initial and terminal laws being imposed. In contrast, our control interpretation of (1)
lets the terminal law free but adds a terminal cost, see Section 1.2. Our result is also related
to the large deviation theory, since Theorem 1.2 gives the optimal rate of convergence for the
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exponential moment −ε logE[e−g(
√
εBt)/ε] of a rescaled Brownian motion (Schilder’s theorem),

see [FK06] for the use of (1) in large deviation theory.
The proof of Theorem 1.2 relies on the regularising effect of a suitable stochastic flow com-

bined with the semiconcavity properties of the value functions. The main technical novelty is
Proposition 2.3-(ii), which allows for estimating integrals of the kind

∫ T
t

∫

Rd ∆ψsdµsds when µs
is the solution of the Fokker-Planck equation ∂sµs = ∇· [µs∇ψs]+∆µs. We provide an example
in Section 3, which shows that the rate cannot be better than O(ε log ε) and that the constant
cannot be lower than (d− 1)/2. Our result demonstrates that the purely quadratic Hamiltonian
actually enhances the speed of convergence. To wit, in the simplest setting without non-linearity,
the optimal rate cannot be better than

√
ε. The case of semiconcave data is handled by Theorem

2.5 in Section 2.1. This assumption is removed in Section 2.2 when f ≡ 0, where we complete
the proof of Theorem 1.2.

1.1 A long standing history

The convergence of (1) towards (3) has been studied by many authors, among which [Hop50;
Ole63; Var66]. We also refer to [Kru64; KS64] for generalizations to systems of conservation laws.
Indeed, for d = 1, ∇ϕ0 corresponds – up to time-reversal – to the unique entropy solution of the
Burgers equation, which can also be obtained by vanishing viscosity methods [Kru70; Lax05].

To our knowledge, the convergence rate O(
√
ε) was first obtained by [Fle64b] using a differ-

ential game approach. Within the framework of viscosity solutions, [CL83; Lio84] established
it for general Hamiltonians using the doubling variables method. For some types of non-convex
Hamiltonians, this rate is shown to be optimal in [Qia+24]. [BD+97] further showed that this
rate deteriorates if the terminal data is only Hölder-continuous. When the Hamiltonian is con-
vex, a natural approach to these questions relies on the stochastic control interpretation of ϕε

t ,
see Section 1.2 below. Some other proofs leverage the nonlinear adjoint method introduced by
[Eva10; Tra11].

When the Hamiltonian is uniformly convex – as in (1) –, better rates can be expected if the
solution is semiconcave. In this setting, for a semiconcave terminal condition, a O(ε) upper bound
is known to hold [Lio82; Cal18; CGM23], see Lemma 2.1 below – when g is no more semiconcave,
we further prove a deteriorated version of this upper bound in Proposition 2.9. Using the non-
linear adjoint method, [Tra21] obtained a O(ε) rate for suitable averages of ϕε −ϕ0. Working in
the torus, [CGM23] obtained aO(ε) rate in L∞(L1). See also [TT97] for a similar one-dimensional
result for conservation laws. The global rate O(ε log ε) had already been obtained in dimension
d = 1 for purely quadratic Hamiltonians and Lipschitz terminal data, see [Qia+24, Proposition
4.4], which relies on the Cole-Hopf-Cole formula (14) for ϕε and the Hopf-Lax formula for ϕ0.
The works [DI06; Gof24] have studied regularizing effects of (1) when the usual Laplacian is
replaced by a non-local fractional Laplacian. More precisely, [Gof24] computed optimal rates in
this case and deduced a O(ε) rate for (1) in L∞([0, T ], Lp(Rd)) for every 1 < p < +∞. To the
best our knowledge, Theorem 1.2 is the first result giving the lower bound in every dimension,
which has been an open question for a long time. However, we have been informed that the
optimal rate of convergence for uniformly convex Hamiltonians has been recently obtained in an
incoming work independent of ours [CG25].

Since the early works of Fleming, it was realized that the rate of convergence deteriorates
around the singularities of the solution to the first order Hamilton-Jacobi equation. In the special
case where the terminal condition g is C1,1 and convex, then the solution ϕ0

t is actually C1,1 for
all t ∈ [0, T ], and a simple comparison argument shows that the rate of convergence is of order
O(ε). When g is not convex, the solution can develop singularities. In this case, from [Fle71,
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Example 10.2’] in a similar setting, we cannot expect a global rate better than O(ε log ε). On the
other hand, the solution is always semiconcave and singularities of semiconcave functions cannot
be too numerous. The optimal rate O(ε) can then be achieved if we restrict ourselves to points
(t, x) in the strong regularity region, which is known to be a dense open subset of [0, T ] × R

d

[Fle64a, Theorem 2] and [CS04, Chapters 4-5]. We refer to [Fle64a; Fle71] for further results
and an asymptotic expansion of ϕε

t w.r.t. ε within the strong regularity region. These works rely
on a probabilistic stochastic control approach. See [FS86] for an analogous result using viscosity
solution methods.

1.2 Stochastic control interpretation

Let us fix a filtered probability space (Ω,F , (Ft)0≤t≤T ,P). For ε > 0, we consider the controlled
dynamics

Xε,α
s := x+

∫ s

t
αsds+

√
εBs, t ≤ s ≤ T, (4)

where (Bs)t≤s≤T is a (Ft)0≤t≤T -Brownian motion. The control α = (αs)t≤s≤T is now a stochastic
process, which is progressively measurable and square-integrable. Leveraging the regularity of
ϕε and Bellman’s dynamic programming principle, it is well-known that ϕε corresponds to the
the value function of a stochastic control problem,

ϕε
t (x) = inf

α,Xε,α
t =x

E

[
∫ T

t

1

2
|αs|2 + f(Xε,α

s )ds+ g(Xε,α
T )

]

, (5)

see e.g. the textbook [FS06] on stochastic control. The unique optimal curve is the pathwise
unique solution of the stochastic differential equation (SDE)

X
ε
s = x−

∫ s

t
∇ϕε

s(X
ε
s)ds+

√
εBs, (6)

so that −∇ϕε
t provides the optimal control in feed-back form.

Sending ε→ 0, ϕ0
t (x) is also the value function of a deterministic control problem,

ϕ0
t (x) = inf

α,X0,α
t =x

∫ T

t

1

2
|αs|2 + f(X0,α

s )ds+ g(X0,α
T ), (7)

where we here minimise over deterministic controls α ∈ L2((t, T ),Rd). However, this problem
does not have a unique optimal solution in general, unless f and g are convex functions. This
lack of uniqueness is direclty related to the lack of regularity of ϕ0

t , which is not C1 in general.
At this stage, a direct coupling argument of the value functions (5)-(7) yields the suboptimal
rate O(

√
ε).

1.3 Comparison with mean-field control

The search for the optimal rate of convergence in the vanishing viscosity problem has sparked
renewed interest in recent years, partly due to analogous questions arising in mean-field optimal
control theory. Mean-field optimal control theory focuses on optimal control problems for large
populations of N ≥ 1 interacting particles. A central question in this theory is to quantitatively
understand the regime N → +∞. This can be approached using PDE techniques, particularly
at the level of the value functions for the different problems. In certain settings, where each
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particle is subject to its own idiosyncratic Brownian noise, the pre-limit problem can be viewed
as a noisy perturbation of the limit problem, which is formulated over a space of probability
measures. In this context, the convergence problem in mean-field control theory can be seen as
an infinite-dimensional analog of the vanishing viscosity problem, where the viscosity intensity is
given by ε = 1/N . This connection has inspired a recent line of research applying well-established
techniques from the vanishing viscosity problem to the convergence problem in mean-field control
theory, as seen in [Car+23a; DDJ24; Car+23b; Cec+25]. The analogy extends further, as the
vanishing viscosity problem can itself be viewed as a special case of the mean-field problem when
the interaction is solely through the mean position of the population, as demonstrated in [DDJ24,
Example 2.13]. Consequently, the optimal rate of convergence in the vanishing viscosity regime
provides a lower bound on the optimal rate in the mean-field regime. In particular, Theorem 1.2
shows that the convergence rate in [DDJ24, Theorem 2.7] – in the so-called regular case where
the terminal cost is Lipschitz and semi-concave with respect to sufficiently weak metrics – could
be better than N−1/2 but not better than N−1 log(N). Adapting the techniques presented in
this paper to the mean-field setting is an exciting yet undoubtedly challenging prospect, which
we leave for future work.

1.4 Extensions and open questions

The present article is only concerned with establishing the optimal rate of convergence for (1).
We restricted ourselves to a minimal framework to favor the clarity of exposition. Extending
these results to more general settings will be the goal of future works, and we list below some
appealing perspectives.

• A straightforward extension would replace (1) by the HJB equation

−∂tϕε
t − bt · ∇ϕε

t +
1

2
|σ⊤t ∇ϕε

t |2 − ft =
ε

2
Tr[σtσ

⊤
t ∇2ϕε

t ],

for Lipschitz coefficients b : [0, T ]×R
d → R

d and σ : [0, T ]×R
d → R

d×d. This amounts to
replacing the controlled dynamics (4) by

dXα
t = b(Xα

t )dt+ σt(X
α
t )αtdt+

√
εσt(X

α
t )dBt.

If σ is globally bounded and uniformly elliptic, we anticipate that our proofs easily adapt.
The optimal feedback control in this case is given by −σ⊤t ∇ϕε

t , and a gradient estimate
similar to (2) was proved in [Cha23].

• A natural question is to identify the Hamiltonians H for which Theorem 1.2 extends to

−∂tϕε
t (x) +H(t, x, ϕε

t (x),∇ϕε
t (x)) =

ε

2
∆ϕε

t(x),

in place of (1). We emphasize that our proof relies on the purely quadratic structure of the
Hamiltonian – for instance to derive (11) – and that adapting it for other Hamiltonians
satisfying the assumptions of e.g. [Fle71; FS86] would require new ideas. We could also
think about rescaled non-linearities with respect to ∇2ϕε

t . Homogenization problems in
the spirit of [Qia+24] would be interesting too, as well as adding boundary conditions.

• The fundamental obstruction to the smooth-setting O(ε) rate is the lack of regularity of
ϕ0
t . It would be illuminating to relate the O(ε log ε) rate (and the pre-factor d/2) to the

singularities of ∇ϕ0
t . Such a study will likely require a thorough analysis of the singularities

in the spirit of [CS04].
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• We eventually refer to Section 1.3 for the promising perspective of extending our results to
the mean-field control setting in the spirit of [DDJ24].

2 Proof of the main results

2.1 Semiconcave setting

Let Lf , Lg denote the Lipschitz constants of f , g, and let λf , λg denote their semiconcavity
constants. We set L := Lg + TLf and λ := λg + T |λf |. From the representation formula (5),
we infer that ϕε

t is λ-semiconcave for every t ∈ [0, T ], and this property extends to ε = 0. This
is the well-known property that HJB equations propagate semiconcavity [CS04]. The following
estimate is a known fact.

Lemma 2.1 (Upper bound). For every ε ∈ (0, 1],

∀(t, x) ∈ [0, T ]× R
d, ϕε

t (x)− ϕ0
t (x) ≤

(T − t)dλ

2
ε.

For the sake of completeness, we provide the classical proof below, which relies on viscosity
solution theory. A stochastic control proof is as well possible, as we do for the lower bound.

Proof. By semiconcavity, ∆ϕε
t ≤ dλ, so that (t, x) 7→ ϕε(t, x) − ε(T − t)dλ/2 is a viscosity

sub-solution of (3). By comparison with the viscosity (super-)solution ϕ0, the result follows.

The main difficulty to prove the upper bound is the lack of semiconvexity for ϕ0
t . To circum-

vent this, we regularise ϕ0
t using the standard sup-convolution [LL86], for δ > 0,

ϕ0,δ
t (x) := sup

y∈Rd

ϕ0,δ
t (y)− 1

2δ
|x− y|2.

The following lemma recalls known properties of sup-convolutions, see e.g. [Cal18; Tra21].

Lemma 2.2 (Sup-convolution).

(i) ϕ0,δ
t is L-Lipschitz, λ-semiconcave, and −1/δ-semiconvex. In particular, ϕ0,δ

t is C1,1.

(ii) ∀(t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R
d, 0 ≤ ϕ0,δ

t (x)− ϕ0
t (x) ≤ 2Lδ.

(iii) ϕ0,δ
t inherits the sub-solution property for (3), so that for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ],

∀x ∈ R
d, −∂tϕ0,δ

t (x) +
1

2
|∇ϕ0,δ

t (x)|2 − f ≤ 2δLLf , (8)

recalling that ϕ0,δ is locally Lipschitz in t and C1,1 in x.

Introducing the half-sum ψε,δ := [ϕ0,δ+ϕε]/2, the key idea of our proof is to compute ϕε
s−ϕ0

s

along the solution of the stochastic differential equation (SDE)

dY ε,δ,x
s = −∇ψε,δ

s (Y ε,δ,x
s )ds+

√
εdBs, t ≤ s ≤ T, (9)

starting at Y ε,δ,x
t = x, referring to the setting of Section 1.2. Since ∇ψε,δ is globally Lipschitz,

this equation has a pathwise unique solution. We now look at the law µε,δ,xs ∈ P(Rd) of Y ε,δ,x
s .
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Proposition 2.3 (Key regularizing effect). For every τ ∈ (0, T −t], µε,δ,xt+τ ∈ P(Rd) has a positive

density, still denoted by µε,δ,xt+τ ∈ L1(Rd), which satisfies

(i) −∞ <
∫

Rd log µ
ε,δ,x
t+τ dµ

ε,δ,x
t+τ ≤ −d

2 log(2πετ) +
τ
2εL

2,

(ii) 1
2

∫ T
t+τ

∫

Rd ∆ϕ
0,δ
s dµε,δ,xs ds ≥ d

2 log(2πετ) − τ
2εL

2 − d
2 log(2πε) −

(T−t−τ)dλ
2 − 2de4L

2T 2

.

The bound (i) can be obtained through several ways. A natural approach is to leverage
known Gaussian bounds for Green functions [Aro68; She91]. The optimal bounds for heat kernels
[Dav87] would also work here, exploiting the gradient structure of (9) using [BCL97, Proposition
3.1]. The following short proof has been suggested to the first author by Daniel Lacker.

Proof. To alleviate notations, we omit the superscript x in this proof.

(i) Let wε
[t,t+ε] ∈ P(C([t, t+τ ],Rd)) denote the path law of (x+

√
εBs−t)t≤s≤t+τ . The marginal

law wε
s at time s is Gaussian centered at x with variance ε(s − t). Let µε,δ[t,t+ε] denote the path

law of (Y ε,δ
s )t≤s≤t+τ . The Girsanov transform computes the pathwise relative entropy

H(µε,δ[t,t+τ ]|wε
[t,t+τ ]) =

1

2ε
E

∫ t+τ

t
|∇ψε,δ

s (Y ε,δ
s )|2ds ≤ τ

2ε
L2.

From the contraction property of relative entropy [Dem09, Theorem D.13], we getH(µε,δt+τ |wε
t+τ ) ≤

H(µε,δ[t,t+τ ]|wε
[t,t+τ ]), so that

∫

Rd

log µε,δt+τdµ
ε,δ
t+τ ≤

∫

Rd

logwε
t+τdµ

ε,δ
t+τ +

τ

2ε
L2 ≤ −d

2
log(2πετ) +

τ

2ε
L2,

using the pointwise bound for the Gaussian density on R
d.

(ii) Let us first assume that µε,δ is in C1,2((0, T )×R
d). Since µε,δ is positive and satisfies the

Fokker-Planck equation

∂sµ
ε,δ
s = ∇ ·

[

µε,δs ∇ψε,δ
s +

ε

2
∇µε,δs

]

,

we get that
[

∂s −∇ψε,δ
s · ∇+

ε

2
∆
]

log µε,δs = ∆ψε,δ
s − ε

2
|∇ log µε,δs |2.

Ito’s formula for (9) then almost surely yields

log µε,δT (Y ε,δ
T )− log µε,δt+τ (Y

ε,δ
t+τ ) =

∫ T

t+τ
∆ψε,δ

s (Y ε,δ
s )− ε

2
|∇ log µε,δs (Y ε,δ

s )|2 ds

+
√
ε

∫ T

t+τ
∇ log µε,δs (Y ε,δ

s ) · dBs. (10)

The last term is a martingale, using the finiteness of the integrated Fisher information given by
e.g. [Bog+22, Theorem 7.4.1]. We now take expectations and we use ψε,δ = [ϕε + ϕ0,δ]/2 to
write

1

2

∫ T

t+τ

∫

Rd

∆ϕ0,δ
s dµε,δs ds ≥ −1

2

∫ T

t+τ

∫

Rd

∆ϕε
sdµ

ε,δ
s ds+

∫

Rd

log µε,δT dµε,δT −
∫

Rd

log µε,δt+τdµ
ε,δ
t+τ ,

7



where we got rid of the non-positive integrated Fisher information term. We lower bound the
first term on the r.h.s. using the semiconcavity of ϕε

s, and the last term using (i). For the middle
term, denoting the Gaussian law N (x, εId) by γε,

∫

Rd

log µε,δT dµε,δT = H(µε,δT |γε) +
∫

Rd

log γεdµε,δT ≥ −d
2
log(2πε) − 1

2ε

∫

Rd

(y − x)2dµε,δT (y).

Furthermore, using Ito’s formula and Jensen’s inequality

d

ds

∫

Rd

(y − x)2dµε,δs (y) ≤ 2L

(
∫

Rd

(y − x)2dµε,δs

)1/2

+ 2dε,

so that
∫

Rd(y − x)2dµε,δT (y) ≤ 4dεe4L
2T 2

, using a variation on the Gronwall lemma. Gathering
terms yields the r.h.s of (ii).

In general µε,δ is not C1,2, but we can regularise ψε,δ and use a standard approximation
argument. Indeed, the Green function µε,δ is in L2([t+ τ, T ],H1(Rd)) from [Aro68, Theorem 9],
and can be approximated weakly in L2([t+τ, T ],H1(Rd)) in this way by smooth Green functions
that pointwise converge to it [Aro68, Lemma 7].

Let us first estimate the error near the terminal time.

Lemma 2.4 (Terminal continuity). If f and g are only Lipschitz-continuous, then for every
ε ∈ (0, 1] and η ∈ [0, T ],

sup
(t,x)∈[T−η,T ]×Rd

|ϕε
t (x)− ϕ0

t (x)| ≤ 3L2η + 2L
√
ε
√
η.

Proof. We leverage the control tools from Section 1.2. From (5)-(6), for every (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]×R
d,

ϕε
t (x) = E

[

1

2

∫ T

t
|∇ϕε

s(X
ε
s)|2 + f(X

ε
s)ds+ g(X

ε
T )

]

,

where (X
ε
s)s∈[t,T ] is the optimal process (6) starting at x. For ε̃ ∈ (0, 1], recalling the gradient

bound (2), this implies

|ϕε
t (x)− ϕε̃

t (x)| ≤ L2(T − t) +
Lf

2
(T − t) sup

t≤s≤T
E[|Xε

s −X
ε̃
s|] + LgE[|Xε

T −X
ε̃
T |].

However, for every s ∈ [t, T ],

E
[

|Xε
s −X

ε̃
s|
]

= E

[
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ s

t
−∇ϕε

r(X
ε
r) +∇ϕε

r(X
ε̃
r)dr + (

√
ε−

√
ε̃)(Bs −Bt)

∣

∣

∣

∣

]

,

so that E
[

|Xε
s −X

ε̃
s|
]

≤ 2L(T − t) + (
√
ε+

√
ε̃)
√
T − t. Gathering terms yields

|ϕε
t (x)− ϕε̃

t (x)| ≤ L2(T − t) +
Lf

2
(T − t)[2L(T − t) + (

√
ε+

√
ε̃)
√
T − t]

+ Lg[2L(T − t) + (
√
ε+

√
ε̃)
√
T − t].

Sending ε̃→ 0 concludes, recalling that L = Lg + TLf .

We are now ready to compute the optimal rate.
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Theorem 2.5 (Optimal rate). If f , g are globally Lipschitz and semiconcave, then there exists
Copt > 0 such that

∀ε ∈ (0, 1], sup
(t,x)∈[0,T ]∈Rd

|ϕε
t (x)− ϕ0

t (x)| ≤ −Copt ε log ε.

Furthermore, there exists an explicit constant C(d, T, Lf , Lg, λf , λg) > 0 such that

∀(t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R
d, ϕε

t (x)− ϕ0
t (x) ≥ d

2ε log ε− C(d, T, Lf , Lg, λf , λg)ε,

where λf , λg are the semiconcavity constants of f , g.

Proof. Subtracting (1) to (8), a direct computation yields

[

∂s −∇ψε,δ
s · ∇+ ε

2∆
]

(ϕε
s − ϕ0,δ

s ) ≤ −ε
2
∆ϕ0,δ

s + 2δLLf . (11)

From the regularity given by Lemma 2.2-(i), we can apply Ito’s formula along (9) for functions
with generalized derivatives [Kry08, Chapter 2.10, Theorem 2] to ϕε−ϕ0,δ, and take expectations.
Since ϕε

T = ϕ0
T = g, this yields

∀(t, x) ∈ [0, T ]×R
d, ϕε

t (x)−ϕ0,δ
t (x) ≥ −‖g−gδ‖∞−2δLfL+

ε

2

∫ T

t
E
[

∆ϕ0,δ
s (Y ε,δ,x

s )
]

ds. (12)

From Lemma 2.2-(i), ϕ0,δ is −1/δ-semiconvex, so that for τ ∈ (0, T − t],

ε

2

∫ t+τ

t
E
[

∆ϕ0,δ
s (Y ε,δ,x

s )
]

ds ≥ −ετd
2δ

. (13)

Since µε,δ,xs is the law of Y ε,δ,x
s , Proposition 2.3-(ii) and Lemma 2.2-(ii) then yield

ϕε
t (x)−ϕ0

t (x) ≥ −2L(1+Lf )δ−
ετd

2δ
+
εd

2
log(2πετ)−τL

2

2
−εd

2
log(2πε)−ε(T − t− τ)dλ

2
−2εde4L

2T 2

,

for every (t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R
d. If T − t ≥ ε, we can choose δ = τ = ε and conclude. Otherwise,

Lemma 2.4 applied to η = ε completes the proof.

We notice that the stochastic aspects of this proof could be avoided, since Ito’s formula is only
needed in an averaged sense against µε,δs . Seeing µε,δs as the flow of the adjoint of a well-chosen
“linearised version” of (1) is reminiscent of the nonlinear adjoint method [Tra11].

Remark 2.6 (Recovering Theorem 1.1). Since ϕ0,δ
s is −1/δ-semiconvex, we could directly lower

bound ∆ϕ0,δ
s by −d/δ in (12) and set δ =

√
ε. This would recover the sub-optimal rate from

Theorem 1.1.

Remark 2.7 (Integrated Fisher information). It is tempting to exploit the sign of the integrated
Fisher information that appears in (10) after taking expectations. For instance, we could inte-
grate the Laplacian by parts in the last term of (12). However, such an approach would yield

the sub-optimal rate
√
ε, because of the ε factor in front of the |∇ log µε,δs |2 term in (10).
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2.2 Beyond semiconcavity

In this section, we no more assume that g is semiconcave. Instead, we rely on the “concavifying”
effect of Hamilton-Jacobi equations [CS04]. For the sake of simplicity, we take f ≡ 0.

Lemma 2.8 (Semiconcavity generation). For (ε, t) ∈ (0, 1] × [0, T ), ϕε
t is 1

T−t -semiconcave.

Proof. A direct computation (Cole-Hopf transform) shows that −ε logϕε
t solves a time-reversed

heat equation. Hence,

∀(t, x) ∈ R
d, ϕε

t (x) =
εd

2
log(2πε(T − t))− ε log

∫

Rd

exp

[

− g(y)

ε
− |y − x|2

2ε(T − t)

]

dy, (14)

so that

∇2ϕε
t (x) =

1

T − t
Id−

∫

Rd(y − x)⊗ (y − x) exp

[

− g(y)
ε − |y−x|2

2ε(T−t)

]

dy

ε(T − t)2
∫

Rd exp

[

− g(y)
ε − |y−x|2

2ε(T−t)

]

dy

.

The second matrix is positive semidefinite, proving the result.

This property extends to ε = 0.

Proposition 2.9 (Upper bound). For every ε ∈ (0, 1],

∀(t, x) ∈ [0, T ] × R
d, ϕε

t (x)− ϕ0
t (x) ≤ −dε

2
ε log ε+

dε

2
log T + ε(3L2

g + 2Lg).

Proof. We first fix η ∈ (0, T ) and observe that, because of the 1
T−t -semi-concavity of ϕ0

t , we

easily show that (t, x) 7→ ϕ0
t (x) +

ε
2

∫ T−η
t

d
T−sds is a viscosity super-solution of

−∂tvt +
1

2
|∇vt|2 −

ε

2
∆vt = 0, in [0, T − η]× R

d, vT−η = ϕ0
T−η

and we deduce that

sup
t∈[0,T−η]×Rd

ϕε
t (x)− ϕ0

t (x) ≤
dε

2

∫ T−η

0

1

T − t
dt+ sup

x∈Rd

|ϕε
T−η(x)− ϕ0

T−η(x)|

≤ dε

2
log

T

η
+ sup

(t,x)∈[T−η,T ]×Rd

|ϕε
t (x)− ϕ0

t (x)|.

Using Lemma 2.4, choosing η = ε concludes.

We are now ready to conclude the proof of Theorem 1.2.

End of the proof of Theorem 1.2. If T − t ≤ ε, the result is given by Lemma 2.4 with η = ε.
Hence, we can assume that 0 < ε < T − t. We only perform a small change in the proof of
Theorem 2.5: from (11), we apply Ito’s formula from time t untill T − ε. This replaces (12) by

ϕε
t (x)− ϕ0,δ

t (x) ≥ E[ϕε
T−ε(Y

ε,δ,x
T−ε )− ϕ0,δ

T−ε(Y
ε,δ,x
T−ε )] +

ε

2

∫ T−ε

t
E
[

∆ϕ0,δ
s (Y ε,δ,x

s )
]

ds. (15)

Combining Lemma 2.2-(i) and Lemma 2.4 applied to η = ε,

E[ϕε
T−ε(Y

ε,δ,x
T−ε )−ϕ

0,δ
T−ε(Y

ε,δ,x
T−ε )] ≥ −‖ϕε

T−ε−ϕ0
T−ε‖∞−‖ϕ0

T−ε−ϕ0,δ
T−ε‖∞ ≥ −ε(3L2

g+2Lg)−2Lgδ.

10



For τ ∈ (0, T − t− ε], Lemma 2.8 then gives

−1

2

∫ T−ε

t+τ

∫

Rd

∆ϕε
sdµ

ε,δ
s ds ≥ −1

2

∫ T−ε

t+τ

d

2(T − s)
ds ≥ d

2
log

ε

T
.

This replaces the result of Proposition 2.3-(ii) by

1

2

∫ T−ε

t+τ

∫

Rd

∆ϕ0,δ
s dµε,δ,xs ds ≥ d

2
log(2πετ) − τ

2ε
L2
g −

d

2
log(2πε) +

d

2
log

ε

T
− 2de4L

2
g(T−ε)2 ,

which we can plug in (15) as previously, together with (13). Gathering pieces now yields

ϕε
t (x)−ϕ0

t (x) ≥ −2Lgδ−ε(3L2
g+2Lg)−

ετd

2δ
+
εd

2
log(2πετ)−

τL2
g

2
−εd

2
log(2πε)+

εd

2
log

η

T
−2εde4L

2
gT

2

,

for every (t, x) ∈ [0, T ]×R
d. If T − t− ε ≥ ε, we can choose δ = τ = ε and conclude. Otherwise,

Lemma 2.4 applied to η = 2ε completes the proof.

3 Explicit solutions and optimality of the rate

In this section, we provide an example to justify that the rate O(ε log ε) cannot be improved, at
least in dimension d ≥ 2. In dimension d = 1 a sharp example is provided in [Qia+24, Proposition
4.4]. We rely on the explicit formula (14) and the Hopf-Lax formula, which corresponds to the
ε→ 0 limit of (14).

Proposition 3.1. For 1 ≤ k ≤ d and x = (x1, · · · , xd) ∈ R
d, define the orthogonal projection

Pk(x) := (x1, . . . , xk, 0, . . . , 0) into the first k coordinates. Let ϕk,ε and ϕk,0 be respectively the
solutions to (1) and (3) with terminal data gk = −|Pk(x)| and source term f ≡ 0. Then, for all
T > 0 and all t ∈ [0, T ) we have the expansion

ϕk,ε
t (0) = ϕk,0

t (0) +
k − 1

2
ε log ε− k − 1

2
ε log(T − t)− ε log

k
√
π

2
k−1

2 Γ(k2 + 1)
+ o(ε).

Proof. Using the Hopf-Lax formula, for all (τ, x) ∈ (0, T ] × R
d we have

ϕk,0
T−τ (x) = inf

y∈Rd

{

−|Pk(y)|+
1

2τ
|x− y|2

}

= −|Pk(x)| −
τ

2
.

Moreover, the infimum is obtained for y = x+ τ Pk(x)
|Pk(x)| if Pk(x) 6= 0 and for any y = x+ z with

z ∈ Span(e1, . . . , ek) and |z| = τ such that |Pk(y)| = τ when Pk(x) = 0. On the other hand,
using (14) for all (τ, x) ∈ (0, T ]× R

d,

ϕk,ε
T−τ (x) = −ε log

[

∫

Rd

e
−1

ε

(

−|Pk(z+x)|+ 1

2τ
|z|2

)

dz

(2πετ)d/2

]

Now we decompose |z|2 = |Pk(z)|2+ |z−Pk(z)|2 and introduce the two variables z′ = (z1, . . . , zk)
and z′′ = (zk+1, . . . , zd) to compute, with the slight abuse of notation Pk(x) = (x1, . . . , xk) ∈ R

k,

ϕk,ε
T−τ (x) = −ε log

[

∫

Rd

e
−1

ε

(

−|Pk(z+x)|+ 1

2τ
|Pk(z)|2

)

e−
1

2ετ
|z−Pk(z)|2 dz

(2πετ)d/2

]

= −ε log
[

∫

Rk

e
−1

ε

(

−|Pk(x)+z′|+ 1

2τ
|z′|2

)

dz′

(2πετ)k/2

∫

Rd−k

e−
1

2ετ
|z′′|2 dz′′

(2πετ)(d−k)/2

]

= −ε log
[

∫

Rk

e
−1

ε

(

−|z′|+ 1

2τ
|z′−Pk(x)|2

)

dz′

(2πετ)k/2

]

.
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For any τ ∈ (0, T ], we expect that the rate deteriorates when Pk(x) = 0, since this is precisely
where the map y 7→ −|Pk(y)|+ 1

2τ |x− y|2 has several minima. From now on we take x = 0. We
have ϕ0

T−τ (0) = −τ/2, while rewriting −|y|+ 1
2τ |y|2 = 1

2τ (|y| − τ)2 − τ
2 , we get

ϕk,ε
T−τ (0) = −τ

2
+
k

2
ε log(2πετ) − ε log

∫

Rk

e−
1

ε
1

2τ
(|y|−τ)2dy.

By a change of variables for radial functions and the change of variable s = r−τ√
ετ

, we get

∫

Rk

e−
1

ε
1

2τ
(|y|−τ)2dy = Ck

∫ ∞

0
e−

1

ε
1

2τ
(r−τ)2rk−1dr = Ck

√
ετ

∫ +∞

−
√
τ√
ε

e−s2/2(
√
ετs+ τ)k−1ds,

where Ck = kπk/2/Γ(k/2 + 1) is k times the Lebesgue measure of the unit ball of Rk. We then
easily see that

lim
ε→0+

∫ +∞

−
√

τ√
ε

e−s2/2(
√
ετs+ τ)k−1ds =

√
2πτk−1,

from which the result follows.
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