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HOMOGENIZATION OF SOME PERIODIC HAMILTON-JACOBI
EQUATIONS WITH DEFECTS

YVES ACHDOU* AND CLAUDE LE BRIST

Abstract. We study homogenization for a class of stationnary Hamilton-Jacobi equations in
which the Hamiltonian is obtained by perturbing near the origin an otherwise periodic Hamiltonian.
We prove that the limiting problem consists of a Hamilton-Jacobi equation outside the origin, with
the same effective Hamiltonian as in periodic homogenization, supplemented at the origin with an
effective Dirichlet condition that keeps track of the perturbation. Various comments and extensions
are discussed.

1. Introduction. This work discusses the homogenization limit for a first order
stationary Hamilton-Jacobi equation of the form

aus + H (g,Dus) =0 inRY

and some related equations, where the Hamiltonian H, besides satisfying some clas-
sical assumptions, is obtained by a local, compactly supported, perturbation of a
periodic Hamiltonian Hpe,. We henceforth refer to such a perturbation as a local
defect.

Homogenization theory in the presence of local defects within an otherwise pe-
riodic environment was first introduced in [10], in the first of a series of works by
the second author, in collaboration with X. Blanc and P-L. Lions. It was further
developed in [11, 12] and other subsequent works by various authors, considering dif-
ferent classes of defects such as, in particular, interfaces between two different periodic
media. In those works, the typical setting is that of a linear non-degenerate elliptic
equation, first in divergence form and next in more general form. Only recently, some
quasilinear equation was considered in [30].

On the other hand, extensions to the context of nonlinear Hamilton-Jacobi equa-
tions arising from optimal control theory were first addressed in a series of lectures [24]
at College de France by P-L. Lions, where some results obtained in collaboration with
P. Souganidis, [26], were described. Since the present contribution is very much re-
lated to [24, 26], we will devote a special paragraph below to commenting our results
in view of the latter references and to stressing the similarities and differences. In [15],
P. Cardaliaguet, P. Souganidis and the second author considered the extension to a
fully nonlinear equation of a specific probabilistic setting originally introduced, in the
linear elliptic setting and from a computational perspective, in [5]. In that setting,
the defect is assumed to occur only with a small probability, and the homogenized
limit is identified at the leading order in probability. More generally, an introductory
account of the entire mathematical endeavor together with a large variety of possible
applications and extensions, has appeared in [23].

In a distinct line of works, the first author, in collaboration with N. Tchou in par-
ticular, studied the asymptotic behaviour of the solutions to some classes of Hamilton-
Jacobi equations depending on a vanishing parameter, for which the limit is charac-
terized by boundary value problems with transmission conditions involving effective
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Hamiltonians. In particular, [3] dealt with dimension reduction for Hamilton-Jacobi
equations posed in thin domains converging to networks. When the thickness of
the domain vanishes, one finds at the limit a Hamilton-Jacobi equation posed on the
network with a special transmission condition at the vertices. The latter involves a so-
called flux limiter which keeps track of the microscopic geometry of the thin domains.
Subsequently, the works [2] and [4] were concerned with Hamilton-Jacobi equations
in an environment consisting of two different homogeneous media separated by an
oscillatory interface. The oscillations of the interface have small period and ampli-
tude, and as both the latter parameters vanish, the interface tends to an hyperplane.
At the limit, one finds on the flat interface an effective nonlinear transmission condi-
tion keeping memory of the previously mentioned microscopic oscillations. Similarly,
G. Galise, C. Imbert and R. Monneau studied in [19] a family of time dependent
Hamilton-Jacobi equations on the simplest possible network composed of two half-
lines with a perturbation of the Hamiltonian localized in a small region close to the
junction. Related homogenization problems with applications to traffic flows were
discussed in [18, 16] by N. Forcadel and his coauthors. Key arguments in [3, 2, 4, 19]
are the construction of families of correctors that account for the localized pertuba-
tions of the environment and are defined in unbounded domains. We will see that the
construction of such correctors also plays a key role in the present work. Note also
that another common feature between the references [3, 2, 4, 19] is that at the limit,
the new effective transmission conditions are all posed on manifolds of codimension
one. The study of such homogenization problems was indeed part of the significant
research effort that took place in the last decade on the analysis of Hamilton-Jacobi
equations posed on heterogeneous structures such as networks [20, 1, 27|, booklet-
like geometries or multidimensional junctions [8, 21, 28]. These problems all involve
Hamilton-Jacobi equations on manifolds with nonlinear transmission conditions on
submanifolds with codimension one. In sharp contrast, in the present work, the prob-
lem arising at the limit involves a boundary condition posed at the origin, which is
generally not a manifold of codimension one. This causes technical difficulties and
a priori prevents one from relying on the theories contained in [20, 1, 27]. On the
contrary, the problem arising at the limit falls into the class of stratified problems
(and is a particularly simple example of such problems) introduced by A. Bressan
and coauthors, see [13] and later studied by G. Barles and E. Chasseigne, see [9].
By and large, these problems involve Hamilton-Jacobi equations with discontinuities
in a more general geometric setting, namely stratifications of R?. The latter refer-
ences contain in particular comparison principles for viscosity solutions of stratified
problems, but, up to our knowledge, there is no literature yet on homogenization or
singular perturbations leading to stratified problems, and in particular no proofs of
convergence.

Finally, in connection with [2, 4], the present contribution can be seen as a first
step toward homogenization theory for Hamilton-Jacobi equations with two differ-
ent possibly periodic media separated by an interface presenting localized defects of
periodicity. We plan to address this aspect in a forecoming work.

As already mentioned, the present study (essentially) considers a single localized
defect, supported say in a neighborhood of the origin, within a periodic medium. It
identifies the homogenized limit in the case of a first order Hamilton-Jacobi equation
arising from optimal control, thus with a convex Hamiltonian; we will assume that
the Hamiltonian has agreeable mathematical properties, which will be made precise
in the next section. It is natural to expect that at the limit, except possibly at the
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origin, the Hamilton-Jacobi equation involving the effective Hamiltonian obtained
from periodic homogenization is satisfied. We will see that if the defect has the effect
of attracting the optimal trajectories starting not too far from the origin, (which
occurs when the running cost or potential of the optimal control problem displays a
prominent downward bump within the periodic environment), then the homogeneity
of the environment is broken in the homogenized limit. We will indeed prove that,
in this case, the limit problem involves a Dirichlet boundary condition at the origin.
Besides, it is well known that, in singular domains such as R%\{0}, uniqueness does
not hold for the now classical formulation of Dirichlet problems due to H. Ishii, see
e.g. [6, chapter V, section 4]. By contrast, uniqueness holds for the formulation of
the Dirichlet problem that we find here from homogenization. We stress again that
because of the effective Dirichlet condition, the limit is generally not an Hamilton-
Jacobi equation on the whole ambient space.

We wish to emphasize that the results exposed here are to be considered in the
light of those obtained earlier by P-L. Lions and P. Souganidis and summarized in [24]
(and, likewise, of [15] for randomized defects). In the control theoretic interpretation
of that work, the typical local perturbation of the running cost is a bump oriented
upwards so that the neighborhood of the origin becomes repulsive. In [24], the presence
of such a defect indeed does not affect the homogenized limit, but only possibly “the
next order correction”, that is the definition of the corrector function itself. In sharp
contrast, if the defect makes the origin attractive, then it affects the homogenized
limit itself. Note that it is not unexpected that signs, in the wide acceptation of that
term, play a critical role in the context of nonlinear equations.

In the authors’ view, the present work, together with the results of [24], lay the
groundwork for a complete theory for Hamilton-Jacobi equations in periodic environ-
ments with local defects. Many challenging questions, some of them presumably quite
difficult, however remain unsolved.

Our article is more precisely organized as follows. In the rest of this introduction,
we first make precise, in Section 1.1, the mathematical setting and assumptions of the
problem we study. The Hamilton-Jacobi equation under consideration reads as (1.7)
below. We next state and comment in Section 1.2 our main result, namely Theo-
rem 1.1 which establishes for (1.7) the homogenized limit (1.11) through (1.14) made
precise therein. Section 2 then contains the detailed proof of Theorem 1.1. The proof
essentially falls in four steps, respectively contained in Sections 2.1 through 2.4. The
final Section 3 contains several comments upon and extensions of the problem con-
sidered. First, in Section 3.1, we illustrate in the one-dimensional setting the general
results of Section 1.2. We in particular consider, in Section 3.1.4, a probabilized vari-
ant of our problem inspired by some of the earlier works recalled above. Section 3.2
discusses the extension to higher dimensions of the considerations and results given
in Section 3.1.
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1.1. Setting and assumptions. Let us define the problem and give the as-
sumptions that will be used in the whole paper.

We consider Hamilton-Jacobi equations linked to infinite horizon optimal control
problems in R%. The Hamiltonian H : R? x R* — R is of the form

(1.1) H(w,p) = max(=p- f(w,a) — £(z,a)).

Here, A is a compact metric space, f : R? x A — R% is a bounded and continuous
function, Lipschitz continuous with respect to its first variable uniformly with respect
to its second variable, i.e. for any x,y € R and a € A,

|f(z,a) = f(y,a)| < Lylz —yl,

for some positive constant L. We also suppose that there exists some radius ry > 0
such that for any x € R, {f(x,a),a € A} contains the ball B, (0), which implies that
the trajectories are locally strongly controllable.

We suppose that the function £ : R* x A — R is bounded and continuous and
that here is a modulus of continuity wy such that for any z,y € R% and a € A,

Wﬂ?aa) - K(y,a)\ < WZ(|.L“ - y|)

Define My = sup,era gea |f(7,a)| and My = sup,era 4ea [€(2,a)|. It is easy to check
that the Hamiltonian H defined in (1.1) has the following properties: H is convex
with respect to its second argument, and for any z,y, p, ¢ € R%,

(1.2) H(z,p) = rylpl — My,
(1.3) |H(z,p) — H(y,p)| < Lglpllz — y| + we(lz — yl),
(1.4) |H (2, p) — H(z,q)| < My|p—q.

Property (1.2) implies the coercivity of H w.r.t. its second variable uniformly in its
first variable, i.e. limyy|_,q inf ega H(z,p) = +o0.

We next assume that, except in a neighborhood of the origin, the dynamics f and
cost £ coincide with periodic functions. Let T¢ = R?/Z? denote the torus of R?. We
assume that there exist Ry > 0, fper : T x A — R? and Lper T4 x A — R such that,
if |z| > Ry, then f(z,a) = fper(z,a) and €(x, a) = lper(x, a). Hence, the suprema My
and M, introduced above are indeed maxima. Let Hpe, stand for the related periodic
Hamiltonian:

(1.5) Hper(,p) = mac(—p - fper(2,0) = bpex () ).

Let « be a positive scalar and € be a small positive parameter that will eventually
vanish. It is well known, see e.g. [6], that the value function u. of the following
optimal control problem:

(1.6)

y(t) =2+ §o f (X2 a(r)) dr,
SO IENTS P
€ a(t) € A, a.e.

ue(z) = inf JOO

0
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is the unique viscosity solution in BUC(RY) of
(1.7) au. + H (f,DuE) —0 inR%
£

Our goal is to study the asymptotic behaviour of u. as € — 0.

Homogenization of the periodic Hamilton-Jacobi equation involving Hp,, instead of
H is well understood since the pioneering work [25]. In the periodic case, the homog-
enized equation is

(1.8) au+ H(Du) =0 inR%

where the effective Hamiltonian is characterized as follows: for any p € R%, H(p) is the
unique real number such that there exists a periodic corrector Xper,p, i.€. a viscosity
solution Xper,p € C(T%) of

(19) Hper(yap + DXper,p) = ﬁ(p) in RY.

In general, the latter periodic corrector is not unique even up to the addition of a
scalar constant. It is well known that, under the assumptions made above, H is convex
on R?, Lipschitz continuous and coercive. Therefore, there exists a vector py € R,
possibly non unique, such that

(1.10) H(po) = g@ﬁ(q).

We choose such a vector py and fix it for all what follows.

1.2. The main result. Our main result is the following:

THEOREM 1.1. We consider the solution u. of (1.7). Ase — 0, the family u. con-
verges locally uniformly to the unique function uw € BUC(R?) defined by the following
properties:

1. w is a viscosity solution of

(1.11) au+ H(Du) =0 in RN{0},

with the effective Hamiltonian H defined above by periodic homogenization,
see (1.9)
2. The condition

(1.12) au(0)+ E <0

holds, where E is the effective Dirichlet datum defined in paragraph 2.1 below.
In addition, if ¢ € C*(R?) is such that u—¢ has a local maximum at the origin,
then

(1.13) au(0) + H(D$(0)) < 0.
3. If p € C*(RY) is such that u — ¢ has a local minimum at the origin, then
(1.14) au(0) + max (E, H(D¢(0))) > 0.

REMARK 1.1. The conditions (1.11) through (1.14) may be seen as a weak formu-
lation of a Dirichlet boundary value problem comprising the Hamilton-Jacobi equation
(1.11) in the singular open set RIN\{0} and the Dirichlet boundary condition u(0) =
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—FE/a. Note that this formulation is stronger than that due to H. Ishii, which expresses

that at the origin, u is both a viscosity subsolution of au(0)+ min(H (Dwu(0)),E) <0
and a viscosity supersolution of au(0) + max(H(Du(0)), E) = 0, see for example [6,
Chapter V, Section 4], [7] and [22]. Indeed, while the supersolution condition (1.14)
coincides with that of Ishii, the subsolution condition (1.12)-(1.13) is stronger.

A consequence of the difference between the two formulations regards uniqueness. Ref-
erence [0, Chapter V, Section 4] contains a counterexample for the uniqueness of vis-
cosity solutions in the sense of Ishii of Dirichlet problems posed in R¥N\{0}. Note also
that an interior cone condition is sufficient for uniqueness, see (4.30) in the latter
reference, but this condition is not satisfied by RN\{0}. By contrast, and as we will see
in the proof of Theorem 1.1 in Section 2./ below, uniqueness holds for (1.11), (1.12),
(1.13), (1.14).

REMARK 1.2. The conditions (1.11) through (1.14) fall into the general notion of
stratified solutions of Hamilton-Jacobi equations, see [13, 9], and correspond to the
partition of R? into the sets RAN\{0} and {0}. The final step in the proof of Theorem
1.1 needs a comparison result which can be found in [9] in a much more general
setting. In order to keep the paper self-contained, we will give a short proof of the
comparison principle, see Section 2.4, because it is quite simple in the particular case
under consideration.

REMARK 1.3. With the same assumptions on H, Theorem 1.1 may be easily gen-
eralized to the homogenization of Hamilton-Jacobi equations of the form

au. + H (g,DuE> —b(z) inRY,

where b € BUC(RY). The effective Dirichlet datum E would then depend on b only
through its value at the origin.
Similarly, the result can be easily extended to problems of the form

au. + H.(z,Du.) =0 inRY,
where He(x,p) = maxgea (—p - fe(x,a) — le(x,a)) and
Lo(@,a) = Oi(, 2 a) + o

fel@,a) = fiw, Z.0) + fol

>a)7

,(L),

m‘gm\iﬂ

the functions £y, fo are as above (they model the perturbation located near the origin)
and {1 and f1 are smooth with respect to their first argument and periodic with respect
to the second one.

Other generalizations to different settings may be considered. While those to evo-
lutive problems seem fairly easy, extensions to viscous Hamilton-Jacobi equations
seem more challenging.

REMARK 1.4. As mentioned in the introduction, the homogenization of periodic
Hamilton-Jacobi equations in the presence of a defect has been first addressed by P-L.
Lions and P. Souganidis, see the results announced in [2/, 26]. The assumptions
made therein imply that E < minpega H(p) and that the defect does not show up in
the homogenized limit, i.e. w is a viscosity solution of au + H(Du) = 0 in R%. We
therefore recover as a particular case of our setting the homogenized limit obtained in
[24, 26], under the particular assumptions made there.
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For example, in the case when py = 0 in (1.10), we find that u is then identically

equal to —L H(0) = —1 min, H(p).

(0%

On the contrary, if

(1.15) E > H(0) = min H(p),

peR4
then the defect is visible in the homogenized limit. Indeed, it can first be proven (see
§ 3.2.1 below) that

(1.16) lim u(x) = ——H(0).
|z|—>00 «
Combining (1.12), (1.15) and (1.16), we then see that u is not a constant function,
so it differs from the homogenization limit in the absence of defect. We also claim
that in this particular case, the global infimum of u is reached at the origin and only
at the origin. Indeed, (1.12), (1.15) and (1.16) altogether imply that there exists
a minimizer xo of u. If g # 0, then (1.11) yields that au(xg) > —H(0), thus
au(zg) > —F = au(0), and we reach a contradiction.

Note also that, in [2/], thanks to the assumption made, the authors are able to
construct correctors x, in the whole space R? for all vectors p € R? (p stands for the
gradient of a smooth test-function at the origin). Their construction uses arguments
from the theory of optimal control. These correctors, which differ from those used in
periodic homogenization, can be used for proving the convergence to the homogenized
problem by means of the now classical method of perturbed test-functions, see [17].

In contrast, when E > min,ecga H(p), we will have to adjust the strategy proposed
in [24] in order to keep relying on the theory of optimal control : using arguments
somewhat reminiscent of those proposed in [3], we will construct correctors associated
to suitable piecewise affine functions rather than smooth or linear functions.

2. Homogenization of (1.7): the proof of Theorem 1.1. Recall that our
goal is to understand the asymptotic behavior of u. as ¢ tends to 0. First, using either
comparison principles, see for example [6, Chapter IT, Theorem 3.5] or arguments from
the theory of optimal control, we see that

—max H(y,0) < au.(r) < —min H(y,0).
mas H(y.0) < . (a) < = min H(y.0)
From this estimate and (1.7), we infer from the coercivity of the Hamiltonian that u.
is Lipschitz continuous in R? with a Lipschitz constant independent of .
In order to study the asymptotic behaviour of u., we consider

(2.1) u(x) = lirgljup ue (),
(2.2) u(x) = hgi,%lf ue ().

Note that, from the observation above on the regularity of u., @ and u coincide

respectively with the half-relaxed semi-limits limsup u.(2") and liminf Oue(x’), that
' —x,e—0 T/ —>x,e—

are classically used in the homogenization of Hamilton-Jacobi equations. It is clear

that the functions u and u are bounded and Lipschitz continuous.

We now observe that, in R%\{0}, the homogenized equation does not keep track
of the defect of periodicity and is identical to (1.8). This is not surprising, since the
support of the defect shrinks to {0} x A as ¢ — 0, while the related Hamiltonian does
not become singular.



PRrROPOSITION 2.1. The functions u and u are respectively a bounded subsolution
and a bounded supersolution of (1.11) in R?\{0}.

Proof. The proof is classical and relies on perturbed test-functions techniques,
see [17]. O

The strategy of proof for Theorem 1.1. Below, the remainder of the proof of
Theorem 1.1 is done in four different steps. Accordingly, Section 2 is cut into four
parts. The four steps, which will be rapidly summarized below, mostly rely on the
theory of viscosity solutions to first order Hamilton-Jacobi equations, except the third
one, which also contains arguments from the theory of optimal control.

1. The first step consists of constructing the ergodic constant E associated to
the defect and a related corrector w. It will be proved that E > H(pg).
An important difficulty is that the corrector w must be a function defined
in the whole space R?, which makes it necessary to impose some condition
at infinity. We will see that the latter amounts to the fact that w is the lo-
cally uniform limit as R — 400 of a family (w*)g~¢ of solutions of problems
with state constraints posed in the balls Br(0). From the optimal control
theory viewpoint, these problems, refered to as truncated cell problems, ac-
count for trajectories that remain close to the defect at the microscopic scale.
Proposition 2.2 below contains information on the growth of w at infinity.

2. In the second step, we prove that the upper-limit u satisfies conditions (1.12)
and (1.13). While (1.13) is a rather easy consequence of Proposition 2.1, the
proof of (1.12) relies on Evans’ method of perturbed test-functions, see [17].
The construction of the perturbed test-function involves the above mentioned
solution w® to the truncated cell problem in the ball Bg(0).

3. The third step, the most involved one, consists of proving that the lower-limit
u satisfies condition (1.14). Most of the work concerns the situation in which
E > H(pp). Here again, one needs to construct a suitable perturbation of a
test-function by a corrector. The crucial theoretical novelty is the choice of
the test-function. Instead of using smooth or affine test-functions as it is clas-
sically done, we consider suitable piecewise affine test-functions, in the spirit
of [3]. Their behaviour at infinity makes it possible to construct associated
correctors in the whole space R?. The key intermediate result is Proposi-
tion 2.6 which states the existence of such correctors with a strictly sublinear
growth at infinity. Its proof uses as an important ingredient the function w
introduced in the first step and Proposition 2.2. Note also that the proof of
Proposition 2.6 relies on control theoretical arguments in the same spirit as
in [24]. The choice of the above mentioned piecewise affine test-functions is
precisely made so that the latter arguments can be applied when E > H (pg).

4. The fourth step of the proof mostly consists of deducing from the previously
obtained results that w = w, by means of a comparison principle. Once this
is done, the results announced in Theorem 1.1 follow.

2.1. The ergodic constant associated to the defect. We next introduce
ingredients which play a key role in the effective boundary condition at the origin.

2.1.1. Ergodic constants for state-constrained problems in truncated
domains. In order to understand the effect of the defect on the asymptotics of u.,
we start by solving truncated cell problems in balls centered at the origin; these are
associated to state constrained boundary conditions. From the optimal control theory
viewpoint, these problems account for trajectories that remain close to the defect at
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the microscopic scale.
For A > 0, R > 0, we know from e.g. [29, 14] that there exists a unique function
wh T e C(Bg(0)) such that

(2.3) MM 4 H(y, Dw™T) <
(2.4) MM 4+ H(y, DwhT) >

the above inequalities being understood in the sense of viscosity. An equivalent way
to write (2.3)-(2.4) is the following:

(2.5) MM 4 H(y, Dw™®) =0 in Bg(0),
(2.6) MM 4+ H (y, DwM) =0 on 0BR(0),

in the sense of viscosity, where, for y € dBg(0),

2.7 H' = —p- — :
(2.7) wr = _, ?(13,}5).7,@( p- fly,a) — Uy, a))

is the Hamiltonian associated to the admissible trajectories that do not exit the ball
B(0, R) through y. The function w™® is the value function of the following infinite
horizon state constrained optimal control problem in Bg(0),

(2.8)

y(t) =z + Sé f (y(;)7a(7')) dr

whR(z) = in Oce_’\t @ a subj. to (t) € Br(0),
(2) fL E( — (t)) dt subj. t ZeLEOO(RTQ
a(t) € A, ae.

which the reader may compare to (1.6). Since £ is bounded on R? x A (because, in
particular, A is compact and ¢ coincides with fner out of Br,(0)), A|w™®| 150
is bounded uniformly in A and R. More precisely, min, o)eraxa Uy,a) < MMt <
max(, q)erixa £(y,a). This and the uniform coercivity of H imply with (2.5) that
|Dw|| 10 (B (0)) is bounded uniformly in A and R.

Using Ascoli-Arzela theorem, we may suppose that up to the extraction of a
sequence, as A — 0, Aw™M% tends uniformly on Br(0) to some ergodic constant —E%
which is bounded from above and below uniformly in R, and that w™f — w*»%£(0)
tends uniformly on Bgr(0) to some function w® such that w®(0) = 0 and which is
Lipschitz continuous with a Lipschitz constant independent of R. By classical results
on the stability of viscosity solutions of state constrained problems, w? is a viscosity
solution of

(2.9) H(y, Dw®)
(2.10) H(y, Dw™)

E® in Bg(0),
E® in Bg(0).

The comparison principle for state constrained problems, see [29, 14], yields the
uniqueness of EF such that (2.9)-(2.10) has a solution. Thus, limy ¢ [Aw™? +
ER||C(§R(O)) = 0 (uniform convergence and not only for a subsequence).

2.1.2. The ergodic constant and the cell problem. We deduce for example
from (2.8) that
Ri >Ry, = Jwbf < M,
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and passing to the limit as A — 0, we obtain the monotonicity property of the ergodic
constants EF:

(2.11) Ri >R, = FEM>ER:,
Since E% is bounded from above independently of R (2.11) implies that

(2.12) E = lim Ef
R—®
exists in R.

Similarly, since w!*(0) = 0, w’ is Lipschitz continuous on Br(0) with a Lipschitz
constant independent of R, we may construct by Ascoli-Arzela theorem and a diagonal
extraction argument a sequence (Rj,)nen, Ry — +00 as n — o0, such that wf tends
to some function w locally uniformly in R?; we then see that w(0) = 0 and w is a
Lipschitz continuous viscosity solution of

(2.13) H(y,Dw) = E inR%

Let us now zoom out and pass to the macroscopic scale by considering the function
we + x = ew(%); it is clearly a viscosity solution of H(%,D,w.) = E, and it is
Lipschitz continuous with the same constant as w. Hence, after the extraction of
a sequence, we may assume that w. converges locally uniformly to some Lipschitz
function W on R%. As for Proposition 2.1, a standard argument yields that W is a
viscosity solution of H(DW) = E. This implies the important inequality
(2.14) E > min A (p) = H(po),
peRA

the right hand side equality holding because of (1.10).

Proposition (2.2) below gives some information on the behaviour of w at infinity.
It will be useful for proving that u satisfies (1.14).

PROPOSITION 2.2. If E > H(po) = min,cga H(p), then

(2.15) lim w(y) —po -y = +0,

ly]—+o0

where w is the corrector constructed in (2.15).
If E = H(po) = min,ega H(p), then w(y) — po -y is bounded from below.

Proof.

Step 1. Let us start by proving the desired results in the case when py = 0.
With Ry defined in Section 1.1, we already know that, for all R > Ry, the corrector
w® solution to (2.9)-(2.10), is Lipschitz continuous with a Lipschitz constant C' > 0
independent of R.

For Ry > Ry, let QR, be the cube

Qr, = {yeR%, |ylo < Ri}.
It contains Bg, (0). It is clear that, for all R > Ry and y € dQg,,
(2.16) [w"(y)| < CVdR,

using the facts that w’*(0) = 0 and that C is a Lipschitz constant for w®. We
distinguish two cases:

10



1. E> H(0).
Let (e;)i=1,...,¢ be the canonical basis of R? associated with the system of
coordinates (y;)i=1,.. . Since E > H(0), we may choose §, 0 < § < E—H(0).
Now, because of the convergence of ET to F, we have for R large enough (that
we can always suppose larger than v/dR;, so that the ball Bpr(0) contains

QR,),
(2.17) E>Ef>E -

Since F(Olz min, H(p), the continuity and the coercivity of H together with
E — 6 > H(0) imply that for all 7 € {1,...,d}, there exists (p, ;,D;5) € R
Pis< 0 <P, 5 such that

(2.18) ﬁ@mei) = H(p; s¢;) = E— 0.

Consider now the functions

(2.19) Wi,5(y) = Cis + Di sYi + Xperp, s (U)s

(2.20) Qi,é(y) =gt D, sYi + Xper,p, ;ei (y)-

where ¢; 5 and ¢; 5 are scalars chosen such that, for any y € 0Qg,,

(2.21) Wis(y) < —CVdR; < wf(y) and w,s(y) < —~CVdR; < wh(y),

recalling that Qr, < Br(0). Moreover, since H coincides with Hpe, in
(RN\Qr,) x R?, we see from (1.9) that

(2.22) H(y,Dw; s(y)) = E — 0,
(2.23) H(y,Dw; s(y)) = £ — ¢,

in the sense of viscosity in RA\Qg, -

Since w® is a viscosity supersolution of (2.10), we may use a comparison
principle in Br(0)\Qr, and deduce from (2.17) and (2.21)-(2.22)-(2.23) that
for R large enough and for all y € BRr(0)\Qrg,,

Wi s(y) <wh(y), and  w;s(y) < wh(y).

To summarize, we have proved that, for all y € Bg(0)\Qxg,:
(224) max {wi,6(y)7wi,5(y)’ 1= 1) R d} < wR(y)

By passing to the limit in R (possibly after the extraction of a sequence), we
deduce that for any y € R\Qg,,

(2.25) max {ﬁ“;(y),@i’(;(y), i=1,... ,d} < w(y).

Since the correctors Xper,p, ;e; are bounded functions, it is clear from (2.19)-
(2.20) that there exists a constant ¢ such that for all y € R\Qg, ,

max {w;,s(y), w; 5(y), i =1,...,d}
> min {[Bi sl |p, ;s i = L. df fyle —c.

This yields the desired result, namely (2.15) in the case when py = 0 and
E > H(0).
11



2. E = H(0). For any c, the function w(y) = Xper,0(y) + ¢ thus satisfies
H(y7 DM) = Ea in BR(O)\QRN

in the sense of viscosity. Moreover, it is possible to choose ¢ such that w(y) =
Xper.0(y) + ¢ < —C+/dR, for all y € dQr,. By a comparison principle, it
follows that w < w’ in Br(0)\Qgr,. By passing to the limit in R (possibly
after the extraction of a sequence), we deduce that w is bounded from below,
which concludes the proof of Proposition 2.2 when pg = 0.
Step 2. We need to prove the result for a general pg. The idea consists of suitably
shifting the Hamiltonians. More explicitly, we consider the new running costs and
Hamiltonians:

~

(2.26) (z,a) = l(z,a) + po - f(z,a),
(227)  lper(,0) = Lper(7,0) + po + fper(z,0),
(2.28) H(x,p) = H(z,p + po) = sup (—p  f(z,a) — Uz, a)) ,

(229)  Hpee(r,p) = Hyer(w,p 4 p0) = 5p (9 free(,0) ~ lpur(, )
ae

which satisfy all the stuctural assumptions made on ¢, yc,, H and Hpe, in Section 1.1.

It is clear that the new effective Hamiltonian H (p) = H(p+ po) is obtained from I?;;
by solving the shifted cell problem:

(2.30) Hyor(y,p0 + P+ DXparp) = H(p) in R,

the solutions of which are of the form Xper.p = Xper,p+pos WHere Xper,p+p, 1S & solution

of the original periodic cell problem (1.9) associated to p+py. Note that 0 € arg min H.
It is straightforward to realize that @’ (y) = w(y) — po - y is a viscosity solution of
the state constrained problem:

(2.31) H(y, Di™)
H

E® in Bg(0),
(2.32) E

R in Bg(0).
and that @w? tends to W(y) = w(y) —po -y locally uniformly. We can apply the results

proven above to H and @ because H reaches its minimal value at 0. This yields the
desired result in the general case. ]

2.2. The function 7 is a subsolution of (1.11) and satisfies (1.12)-(1.13).
PROPOSITION 2.3. The upper limit u satisfies (1.12).

Proof. Let us proceed by contradiction and assume that
(2.33) au(0)+ E=6>0.
Using w!? defined in paragraph 2.1.2 (recall w®(0) = 0), we define
o1 = 7(0) + ew(2).
We deduce from (2.10) that ¢ is a viscosity supersolution of

oo )4 1 (2,009 3 0ce” () B 40
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There exists r > 0 such that Ef — F > *g for any R > r. Let us fix such a value of
R.
Having fixed R, we see that for g¢ sufficiently small and any € such that 0 < ¢ < g,

acw® (y) = —Z for any y € Br(0).

We deduce that, for any e < g,

0
a¢s® + H (g D¢>€»R) > in B.p(0).

2

Next, using (2.1), consider a vanishing sequence 0 < &, < &g such that u., (0)
tends to w(0). We know that u. satisfies in the sense of viscosity

aue, + H (x,DuEn> <0 in B, (0).
The comparison principle for Hamilton-Jacobi equations with state constraints, see
[29, 14] and [6, Th. 5.8, Chapter IV, page 278], then implies that

0

¢€mR _ % > Ue,, in BE”R(O)7

or, put differently,

(0) + ey - 2

L) @) forany o€ B, n(0)

Taking x = 0 and letting n tend to +oo yields w(0) — % > 1(0), the desired contra-
diction. O

The next proposition states that @ is a viscosity subsolution of (1.11) (which is
already known from Proposition 2.1) and satisfies condition (1.13).

PROPOSITION 2.4. The function U is a viscosity subsolution of av + H(Dv) < 0
in the whole space RY.

Proof. We know from Proposition 2.1 that % is Lipschitz continous in R?. Hence,
since @ is a viscosity subsolution of av + H(Dv) < 0 in RN\{0}, it satisfies cu(z) +
H(Du(x)) <0 at almost every = € R?, see [6, Prop. 1.9, Chapter I, page 31] and its
proof. But H is convex. Therefore, from [6, Prop. 5.1, Chapter II, page 77], @ is a
viscosity subsolution of av + H(Dv) < 0 in the whole space R. |

2.3. The function u is a supersolution of (1.11) and satisfies (1.14). We
already know from Proposition 2.1 that u is a bounded supersolution of (1.11).

Let ¢ € C*(RY) be such that u — ¢ has a local minimum at the origin. We wish
to prove that au(0) + max (E, H(D¢(0))) = 0. The proof differs depending whether
H(Dg¢(0)) > E or H(D$(0)) < E. It is based on control theoretic arguments and
partly inspired from the ideas proposed by P-L Lions and P. Souganidis when they
dealt with the case E = H (py), see [24]. However, various new arguments, reminiscent
of those used in [3], will be needed to address the more difficult case E > H (po).

Let us start by considering p € R? such that H(p) > E. It is obvious that p % pg
because E > H(py) = min, H(q). From the convexity and the coercivity of H, we see
that there exists a unique unit vector e colinear to p — py such that R 3¢+ H(p + te)
is strictly decreasing in a neighborhood of ¢ = 0, and a unique vector p such that

13



1. p—pg is colinear to p — pg
2. H(p) = H(p)
3. t— H(p + te) is strictly increasing in a neighborhood of ¢ = 0.
We easily check that (p — pg) - e < 0 and that (p — pg) - e > 0.
The following observation will be useful for proving that u satisfies (1.14).

REMARK 2.1. Note that if the function x — u(x)—u(0)—p-z has a local minimum
at x = 0, then the function v — w(x) —w(0) —min(p-z,p-x) also has a local minimum
at x = 0.

We now assume that, for any A > 0 and y € R?, there exists an optimal trajectory
(2x,ay) of the optimal control problem

) =10 { [ (Bpn(c(01,00) + - o (00) (0 )t .

z,a

subject to
(2.34) Z(t) = fper(2(t),a(t)), a(t) € A for almost t > 0,
(2.35) 2(0) = y.

This assumption on the existence of such an optimal trajectory is made for simplicity.
In the full generality, we may find trajectories as close to optimal as needed and what
follows remains true with such trajectories.

The value function X}, , is a continuous function defined on R?/Z%; let (x{,
stand for its mean value. It is well known, see [25], that —A(x}, ) tends to H(p)
as A — 0 and that after the extraction of a sequence, y — Xpo () — (Xper,p) tends
t0 Xper,p uniformly, where xperp is a corrector associated with p for the periodic
homogenization problem. We recall that in periodic homogenization, the corrector
may not be unique, even up to the addition of a constant.

Similarly, let us assume that there exists (Z,a,), an optimal trajectory for the
optimal control problem

0
g0 = { [ (001 000) + 5 (0) al0) .
subject to (2.34)-(2.35).

The next lemma gives a uniform upper bound on the time spent by the optimal
trajectories zy, in the half-space {x € R? : e-x < r} for r > 0, as )\, converges to
0, and a symmetric estimate concerning Zy . This lemma will be used in the proof of
Proposition 2.6 below.

LEMMA 2.5. If H(p) > E, let (Ay)nen and (A )nen be sequences converging to 0
sugh that y +— Xf)‘gw(y) — <Xf§&,p> converges to Xper,p uniformly and y — X;‘gr_ﬁ(y) —
<ngr,;a> converges to Xper,; uniformly. There exists a positive constant c that only
depends on H(p), such that for any T > 0, there exist subsequences still denoted by

(An)nen and (Ap)nen satisfying the following properties: for the unit vector e intro-
duced in the beginning of Section 2.3,

e-(an, () —y) zet=1) and e- (3, (1) —y) < —c(t = 1),

for allm and t € [0,T].
14



Proof. We will omit the index n, except at the end of the proof. We focus on
the first assertion (concerning z,) since the proof of the second assertion (on Zy) is
similar. Since H(po) < E < H(p), there exists ¢ = po + mo(p — po), with 0 < 7y < 1
such that E < H(q) < H(p). The trajectory (z,ay) is then strictly suboptimal for
the optimal control problem :

) = { [ (tpac(0,000) + - (0. a0t}

subject to (2.34)-(2.35). We obtain that

(236) X;:er,p(y) = L 67/\5 (Eper(zk(5)7 (IA(S)) +D- fper(z)\(s)y (IA(S))CZS

—At A
+e™ Nperp(2A (1),

231 Gura® = [ € (forl2r (036D 4 - Frr (21(5).an(5)) s
0

M Xper.q (2(1))-

—As

Using a Taylor expansion of s — e as A vanishes, we see that there exists a positive

constant C' such that
t

Xl))\er,p(y) - Xger,p(zk (t)) - L gper(ZA(S), a,\(s))ds —D- (Z>\ (t) - y) + Atxger,p(’z)\ (t))

and

Xl))\cr,q(y) - chr,q(’z)\(t)) - L ‘eper(’z)\(s)v a)\(s))ds —q- (Z)\(t) - y) + )‘txgcr,q(’z)\(t))
< OM?

We deduce from the latter two inequalities that

- I:Xger,q(z)\) - <X1))\er,q> - Xl))\er,p(zk) + <X1>3\er,p>:|:)
g(q - p) ’ (Zk(t) - y) - At(X}i\er,q(zk(t)) - X;\er,p(z)\(t))) + 2002

We know that for two correctors Xperp and Xperq Of the periodic problems (1.9)
respectively associated with p and ¢, it is possible to find some subsequence A such
that

o Xg‘ew — <X1>3\er,q> converges uniformly to Xper,q

* Xperp — Xper,py converges uniformly to Xper,p

(2.38)

® MXper.q — Xperp) converges uniformly to —H(q) + H(p).

Note that 0 < H(p) — H(q) < H(p) and that Xper,q and Xperp are uniformly
bounded by a constant which depends on H(p). Hence the left hand side of (2.38) is
bounded from below by —cg, for a suitable constant ¢y depending on H (p) only.

From (2.38) and the observations above, we deduce that there exists a constant
c1 depending on H (p) only, such that for all T > 0, we may select a subsequence (\,,)
such that

(p—a) - (2. () —y) < (H(q) = Hp))t + &1
for all ¢ € [0,7] and all n. The desired result follows. d
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The next proposition deals with the existence of a corrector associated to the
piecewise linear function y + min(p - ,5 - y), in the whole space R%. In view of
Remark 2.1, this corrector will be useful for proving that u satisfies (1.14). As al-
ready mentioned, this strategy differs from that used in [24] in which the corrector is
associated to the linear function y — p - y, under stronger assumptions.

PROPOSITION 2.6. For any p € R? such that H(p) > E, let e and p be defined as
in the beginning of Section 2.3. Then there exists x, 5 € C(R?) such that

lyl—0 |l

(2.40) H (y, Dxpp) = H(p) in R,

=0,

where (2.40) is understood in the sense of viscosity.

Proof. Fix Xper,p and Xper,5 as in Lemma 2.5. For a radius R > Ry + 1 that will
eventually converge to +00, consider the Dirichlet problem

(2.41) H (y,Dxiﬁ) = H(p) in Bg(0),
(242)  xf(y) = min(py + Xperp )7 Y+ Xpers(y)) o0 OBR(0).

As a first step, let us construct a subsolution to (2.41)-(2.42). For a constant
¢ > 0 that will be chosen below, we set

(2.43) oy) = min (W) = €2 Y+ Xporp ()5 + Xpers 1))

where w is the viscosity solution of (2.13) constructed in Section 2.1.2, which is Lip-
schitz continuous in R? and thus satisfies (2.13) almost everywhere in R? from [6,
Prop. 1.9, Chapter I, page 31].

We next choose ¢ such that, for any y € Br,+1(0),

w(y) —c < min(p Y+ Xperp(y), Py + Xperwﬁ(y)>v
thus
(2.44) o(y) =w(y) —e¢, for any y € Br,+1(0).

On the other hand, since E < H(p), w, y = p -y + Xperp(y) and y — p-y+
Xper,5(y) are three Lipschitz continuous viscosity subsolutions of Hpe,(y, Dv) < H(p)
in Br(0)\Bg,+1(0). We deduce from [6, Prop. 1.9, Chapter I, page 31] that

(2.45) H (y,Do(y)) < H(p) for almost all y € Br(0)\Bg,+1(0).

Combining this with (2.44), o actually satisfies (2.45) for almost all y € Br(0). Then,
since H is convex with respect to its second argument, [6, Prop. 5.1, Chapter II, page
77] can be applied and yields that o is a viscosity subsolution of

(2.46) H (y,Do) < H(p) in Bg(0).

On the other hand, it is clear that

o(y) < min (p Y+ Xperp(y), Dy + Xpervﬁ(y)> for any y € 0Br(0).
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Hence, o is a subsolution of the Dirichlet problem (2.41)-(2.42).
Our second step is to establish the existence of a constant C' > 0 independent of
R > Ry + 1 such that, for all y € Br(0),

(2.47) o(y) = min(p -y + Xperp (1), ¥ + Xper (1)) = —C.

For this purpose, we distinguish two cases:
Case 1: E > H(py). We first observe that y min((p—po)-y, (f)—po)y) is bounded

from above. Therefore, y min((p—po) Y+ Xper,p(¥); (P—Do) ~y+xper,,;(y))

is also bounded from above. Since H(p) > E > H(po), we deduce from this
and (2.15) in Proposition 2.2 that for |y| large enough, w(y) — po -y — ¢ is

larger that min((p —0) Y+ Xperp(y), (B—po) -y + Xper,,;(y)), hence

U(y) = min(p "y + Xper,p<y)725 "y + Xper,ﬁ(y)>-

This yields (2.47).
Case 2: E = H(pg). From the second conclusion of Proposition 2.2, we know that
there exists a a constant C' > 0 independent of R such that, for all y € R?,

(2.48) w(y) —po-y>—C.

Hence, (2.44), which also reads

(2.49) w(y) —po-y—c< min((p —P0) Y + Xper,p(y), (B —po) -y + Xper,,;(y))

then yields that |e - y| is bounded by a constant uniform in R.
In turn, this implies that

min ((p = o) ¥+ Xper.p(8) (5 = p0) - ¥ + Xper (1))

is bounded above uniformly in R. Combining this with (2.48), we deduce
that for a possibly different value of the constant C,

w(y) — ¢ — min (p Y+ Xperp(y), Dy + Xper,ﬁ(y)> >—C.

Inserting this minoration into (2.43) yields (2.47).

Our third step consists of finding a supersolution to (2.41)-(2.42). This is easy,
because for ¢ € R?, |q| large enough and 5 € R? such that —q - yo is large enough,
y— q- (y—yo) is indeed a supersolution of (2.41)-(2.42).

The existence of a solution x[f; to (2.41)-(2.42) is then obtained by Perron’s
method. It can be proved in a classical way that this solution is unique. Besides, we
have the following representation formula:

JT (e(=(0), a(t)) + Hp) )t

0
min(p2(7) + Xperap((7)), 5+ 2(7) + Xpers(2(7)) )
17
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subject to

2'(t) = f(z(t),a(t)), a(t)e A for almost t > 0,
2(0) = v,
T =1inf{t > 0: |z(t)| = R}.

Now, our goal is to obtain ¥, 5 as a locally uniform limit of Xﬁ% for some sequence
R, tending to +o0. For that purpose, we will use (2.47) which readily gives a bound
from below on ij, but we also need an accurate bound from above. Our fourth step
therefore consists of obtaining this bound by using the representation formula (2.50)
and Lemma 2.5.

With ¢ given in Lemma 2.5, which depends only on H(p), let T > 0 be such
that ¢(T — 1) > 2R. We denote by A any term in the sequence appearing in Lemma
2.5. With (zy, ay) introduced above, let 75 be the first time at which zy hits 0Br(0),
which is smaller than T thanks to Lemma 2.5. From (2.50), we deduce that

[ ero.onn + A ) at

0
min (p - 20(7) + Xperp (22 (10)s 5+ 22(72) + Xperp (2 (7))

< foﬁ (L(2a(t),ax(t)) + H(p)) dt + p - 2x(T2) + Xperp(2a(T2))

where, for brevity, we have set

A= JOTA (K(ZA(t)v ax(t)) +p- fper(2a(t), ax(t)) + ﬁ(p))dt + Xperp(2a(T2))-

Observing that, from Lemma 2.5, the measure of {t : z*(t) € Bg,(0)} is bounded, and
that ¢ coincides with £y, outside Bg,(0), we first obtain that, for a positive constant
¢1 depending only on H (p),

A< JOTA (fper(Z)\<t)7 Cl)\(t» +p- fper(ZA(t), a)\(t» + F(p))dt + Xper,p(z/\(T/\)) + ¢

= Joﬂ e~ (Eper(z)\(t)y a)\(t)) +p- fper(z)\(if)7 a)\(t)))dt + e_)\TAXper,p(Z)\(T)\))

+ T)\F(p) +c1 + B,
where

B= (1 _Tf_)\TA)Xper,p(ZA(TA))

+f0 (1= ) (perl2a(8) ax (1) + P fper (2 (0). ax (1)) ) dt.

But 7y is bounded uniformly in A (it does depend on R), so limy_,o(1 — e=*™) = 0,
and we see that for A smaller than a constant depending on R, |B| < ¢1, hence

A [ (Bl (0,030 + 1 Fer (.07 (0))d + €™ Npen (1)

+ T)\F(p) + 2¢1
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Using (2.36), the right hand side in the latter inequality can be written

Xger,p (y) - 6_)\‘“ Xéer,p(z)\ (T)\)) + e_AT)\ XPET’P(Z)\ (T)\)) + TAF(p) + 261'

Next, since im0 A(Xp;,» = —H (p), we get that for A small enough,

7)\7’)\

A < Xl)a\er,p(y) —-¢ Xéer,p('z/\ (T/\)) + €7>\n XDGTW(ZA (TA)) - A7—)\<X3er,p> + 361
= X;))\er,p(y) - <X;))\er,p> + (767}\7—A +1-— )‘TA) <X;A)er,p>
- A A
—e (Xper,p(z)\ (T)\)) - <Xper,p> — Xper,p (ZA (T)\))) + 361
The uniform convergence of Xéer,p - <X;)§er,p> t0 Xper,p then implies that for A small

enough
A< Xper,p(y) +4cy.

We have proven that for all R,

(2.51) X5 5(Y) < Xperp(y) + Py + dei.

Similarly, using Lemma 2.5, we see that there exists a positive constant ¢; such that

(2.52) Xo5(U) < Xpers(y) + D+ y + 4é1.

This concludes our fourth step. We deduce from (2.51) and (2.52) that there exists
a constant cy independent of R, (which depends only on H(p)) such that for all
RS BR(O)a

(253) U(y) < X;}zﬁ(y) < min (chr,p(y) +Dpy, chr,ﬁ(y) + 13 : y) + ca.

From (2.53) and the fact that Xf,,; is locally Lipschitz with a Lipschitz constant

independent of R, we can find a sequence (R,,), which tends to +c0 such that XR"@
tends to some X, locally uniformly, and by passing to the limit in (2.41), (2.53)
(using (2.47)), we obtain that x, ; satisfies (2.39)-(2.40). 0

PROPOSITION 2.7. If there exists ¢ € CY(R?) such that 0 is a local minimizer of
u— ¢ and H(D¢(0)) > E, then
(2.54) au(0) + H(Dg¢(0)) = 0.

Proof. We can always assume that ¢(0) = w(0) and that u — ¢ has a strict local
minimum at the origin. For brevity, let us set p = D¢(0). Because H(p) > E, we
know that p £ py and we can apply Proposition 2.6, with e and p defined as above.
Suppose by contradiction that

(2.55) au(0) + H(p) = —0 < 0,

and consider the perturbed test-function
x
0:(@) = 6(0) + X552,

where x,, 5 is the function appearing in Proposition 2.6.
The definition of ¢, (2.40) and (2.55) imply that ag.+H (2, Dé:) < aexp(L)—0
in the sense of viscosity in R<.
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From this and (2.39), we deduce that there exists ro > 0 and g > 0 such that for
all0 < e <egpand 0 <7 < 1y, @ is a viscosity subsolution of

(2.56) ag. + H(g, D¢.) < fg in B,(0).

On the other hand, since 0 is a strict local minimizer of u — ¢, there exists 71 > 0 and
a function k& : (0,7r1] — (0, 1], such that lim,_,o k(r) = 0 and for any r € (0,7],

o(z) <u(z) —k(r) on 0B.(0).

From (2.39), we know that for x + 0, ex,5(%) = min(p - 2,5 - x) + |z|o--0(1).
Using (2.2), this implies that first fixing > 0 small enough, we have for £ small
enough,

(2.57) e (x) < ue(x) — @ on 0B,.(0).

From (2.56) and (2.57) and since u. is a viscosity solution of (1.7), the comparison
principle yields that it is possible to choose r > 0 such that, for ¢ small enough,

Pe(x) < ue(x) — k(;) in B,(0). By choosing a sequence &, such that u., (0) tends to
u(0), we deduce that ¢(0) + k(;) < u(0), the desired contradiction. |

PROPOSITION 2.8. If there exists ¢ € C*(R?) such that 0 is a local minimizer of
u— ¢ and H(D¢(0)) < E, then

(2.58) au(0)+ E > 0.

Proof. As above we may assume without loss of generality that ¢(0) = »(0) and
that 0 is a strict local minimizer of u — ¢. Let us again set p = D¢(0).

If H(p) > H(po) = min, H(g), we set e and p as above. For 7,7 > 0, the
function = — u(z) — u(0) — min((po + (1 +7)(p — po)) - z, (po + (L + 7)(P — po)) - )
has a local minimum at at z = 0. Given € > 0, we may choose 7 and 7} such that
H(po+(1+n)(p—po)) = H(po+ (1+7)(p—po)) = E+e. The same argument as in the
proof of Proposition 2.7 with X, 4 (149)(p—po),po+(1+i)(5—po)> the corrected version of
the piecewise affine function y — min((po+ (1 +1)(p—po)) -y, (po+ (1 +7)(B—po)) - y),
yields au(0) + H(po + (1 +7)(p — po)) = 0, that is

au(0) + E+¢e=0.

Letting ¢ tend to 0, we obtain (2.58).
On the other hand, if H(p) = min, H(q) = H(po), we then consider two cases:

1. If p # po, then from the convexity of = H, the set {t € R, H(po +t(p —po)) =
H(po)} is an interval [3,7], with 3 < 0 and v > 1. Let e be the unique
unit vector aligned with p — po such that t — H(po + v(p — po) + te) is non
increasing near t = 0. For 7,7 > 0, the function z — u(0) + min((po + (v +
)P —po)) -z, (po + (8 —17))(p — po) - ) touches u from below at x = 0.
Given € > 0, we may choose 1 and 7 such that H(py + (v + n)(p — po)) =
H(po + (8 —1)(p —po)) = E +e. The same argument as in the proof of
Proposition 2.7 with
Xpo-+(v+1) (p—po),po+(B—ii) (p—po)» the corrected version of the piecewise affine
function y — min((po + (v + 1) (P — o)) -y, (Po + (B — 7)) (p — po) - y), yields
that au(0) + E + e > 0. Then (2.58) is obtained by letting ¢ tend to 0.
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2. If p = py, we may choose any non zero vector ¢. such that H(q.) = E + &:
let e be the unique unit vector aligned with g. — po such that t — H(q. + te)
is non increasing near t = 0 and let G- be the unique vector different from
q- such that G. — po aligned with g. — pg, and H(¢.) = E + ¢. The function
x — u(0) + min(gc - z, ¢ - ) touches u from below at x = 0, which yields
au(0) + E 4+ ¢ = 0 as in the proof of Proposition 2.7, using the corrector
Xg..q.- Letting e tend to 0, we obtain (2.58). d

We have proved that u satisfies (1.14). In order to prove Theorem 1.1, there only
remains to establish that u = w.

2.4. End of the proof of Theorem 1.1. We consider two cases:

Case 1. Suppose first that there does not exist any function ¢ € C*(R?) such
that u — ¢ has a local minimum at the origin and that H(D¢(0)) < E. Hence, from
Proposition 2.7, for any function ¢ € C*(R?) such that u — ¢ has a local minimum at
the origin,

au(0) + H(D¢(0)) = 0.

We deduce from this and Lemma 2.1 that u is a bounded supersolution of (1.8) in
R<. On the other hand, from Proposition 2.4, 7 is a bounded subsolution of (1.8) in
R?. Hence, from the comparison principle, [6, Th. 2.12, Chapter III, page 107], we
deduce that for any x € R%, 7i(x) < u(x). From the definitions (2.1)-(2.2) of @ and u,
we deduce that u = w.

Case 2. If, on the contrary, there exists ¢ € C'(R?) such that u — ¢ has a
local minimum at the origin and that H(Dg¢(0)) < E, Proposition 2.8 yields that
au(0)+E > 0. On the other hand, from Proposition 2.3, we know that au(0)+ E < 0.
From the definitions (2.1)-(2.2) of @ and u, we deduce that «(0) = w(0). This allows us
to apply the comparison principle in R?\{0}, [6, Remark 2.14, Chapter III, page 109],
because v and u are respectively a bounded supersolution and a bounded subsolution
of (1.11) in R?4\{0}. Therefore, for any x € R?, %(x) < u(z), and finally, @ = u.

In both cases, we deduce that the whole family u. converges locally uniformly to
a solution of (1.11) through (1.14), which concludes the proof of Theorem 1.1.

3. Miscellaneous comments and extensions. This section contains various
comments about, and illustrations of the general result proven above.

3.1. A simple and explicit one-dimensional example. We begin by pro-
viding in this Section 3.1 some illustrations of the results in a simple one-dimensional
setting.

Upon considering this simple situation, we expect to illustrate as sharply as pos-
sible, the homogenization process described by Theorem 1.1. We also intend to (a)
make explicit in those simple settings the key quantities involved in Theorem 1.1,
in particular the constant E and the Dirichlet condition (1.12)-(1.13)-(1.14) and (b)
provide some additional light on some qualitative aspects of the problem that are best
exposed using simple examples and that will be generalized in higher dimensions later
on.

We will exploit the peculiarity of the considered one-dimensional setting. In
the course of our arguments, we will make several simplifying assumptions about
the type of Hamiltonian H and the shape of the defect(s) that we consider: see
for instance (3.2), (3.7), (3.31) below, etc. Even if we expect that several of our
arguments may carry over when some of these simplifying assumptions are relaxed, it
might be the case that not everything can be generalized. We do not claim that the
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techniques we are employing below, which are specific to the particular setting, carry
over to higher dimensions and other Hamiltonians. We only intend to illustrate, on
some simple enough cases, some phenomena that we find interesting, with no sake of
generality whatsoever.

We consider in this section what is, to some extent, the simplest possible set-
ting where the homogenization process we have established in the general setting
occurs. We pose the Hamilton-Jacobi equation on the real line R. We pick a separate
Hamiltonian H (by this term, we mean, throughout this section, an Hamiltonian that
depends separately of x and p), with a potential part that reads as the sum

(3.1) = lyer + Lo,

of a periodic function £, and a local defect £y. Both £,c, and ¢ are assumed smooth.
We also assume that £y is compactly supported, with, say,

11

3.2 S 14 -, =]

(32) upplo < [=3, 5]

In order to observe an actual perturbation by ¢y of the homogenized equation, we

further assume
(3.3) iﬁf(ﬂper + b)) < i%ffper.

The role of this condition will become clear below but it is already intuitive that its
spirit is to make sure that the defect indeed locally lower the periodic environment (or
put differently in the optimal control interpretation, diminishes the periodic cost) and
therefore indeed shows up in the homogenized limit. Condition (3.3) is our only actual
assumption, all the other assumptions above and below (smoothness of the data,
compact support of £y, and others to come) being only used to simplify the algebraic
expressions manipulated and to spare the reader unnecessary technicalities. As for
the kinetic part, we choose |p|, that is a simple, commonly used convex nonlinearity.
In our notation of Section 1.1, our choices of course correspond to A = [—1,1] and

f(z,a) = fper(z,a) = a. Put differently, there is neither oscillation nor defect in
this kinetic part. We thus manipulate
(3-4) H(z,p) = |p| = lper(z) = Lo(2)

throughout this Section 3.1.

Because this positive constant is irrelevant in our arguments and can be easily
reinstated in our results, we choose o = 1 in (1.7) and keep this value throughout the
section.

3.1.1. A downward defect inserted in a flat environment. To start with,
let us temporarily further simplify the above model. We take £pe; = 0 and recall the
trivial example already introduced in [11, Section 6]. The Hamilton-Jacobi equation
considered then reads as

(3.5) ue(a) + () (@) = 6 ().

and should be thought as the perturbation, by the local potential ¢y, of the periodic
equation

(3.6) u(z) + |u'(z)| = 0.
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As is well known, the only bounded C*! solution of (3.6) is u = 0. We may likewise
make explicit the bounded solution u. to (3.5). For this purpose, and just to keep
algebraic manipulations and expressions simple, we assume, in addition to (3.2)-(3.3),
that ¢y satisfies

(EO)/ (1‘) < Oa Vo E] - %50[ N Suppéo,
(3.7) £p(0) = inﬂgﬁo(x) and
e (bo)' (x) >0, Va €]0,1[ n SuppLo.

Precisely under such conditions, it is easy to verify that the unique C*! solution to (3.5)

reads as
0 t
e’ (EO(O) +J e ey <5> dt> for z <0,

e " (EO(O) +J et 4y (Z) dt) for x > 0,
0

Indeed, a simple computation allows to check that, for instance if > 0, the function

(3.8) ue(z) =

T
g(x) = e"b(z) — b(0) — f el b(t) dt
0
is such that g(0) = 0 and ¢'(z) = e” b'(x). Hence, if b reaches its global minimum at
x = 0, is non-increasing for < 0 and non-decreasing for x > 0, then the function g
satisfies g(0) = 0, is non-increasing for < 0 and non-decreasing for > 0. This

clearly implies that g > 0 on R. Applying this to b = ¢, (E) we deduce that

e’ Ly (g) —4o(0) —J et 4o (z) dt > 0.
0

This means that, u. being defined by (3.8), (u.)(x) is non-negative for 2 > 0, hence
(us)'(z) = |(us)'(x)|. In addition, since uc(z) + (uc)' () = £o (%), we obtain equa-
tion (3.5) for z > 0. A similar argument holds for z < 0.

Using the explicit expression (3.8) of the solution to (3.5), we now easily identify
its limit u as ¢ — 0. Since the function ¢y, has compact support, the sequence of
functions £y (7) converges strongly to zero in L? for any p < oo. Hence, in any such

3
space, the locally uniform limit u of u,, is
(3.9) u(x) = £o(0)e 17l

Put differently, the homogenized limit u is a bounded (in fact, vanishing at infinity)
solution to

u(z) + [u'(z)| =0 forz + 0,
(3.10)
u(0) = £(0).

It is enlightening to reconcile this particular result with the general result stated in
Theorem 1.1. Since the periodic Hamiltonian identically vanishes here, its homog-
enized limit is evidently H = 0. The first line of (3.10) thus agrees with (1.11)
(for the choice of constant o« = 1 of course). Far more interesting is the Dirichlet
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condition u(0) = £5(0) posed at the origin. In the particular setting of the present
section, (1.12) and (1.14) respectively read as u(0) < —F and u(0) + max (E,0) > 0.
The effective Dirichlet datum F is itself obtained, in whole generality, as the limit,
first as A — 0 and next as R — 400, of — A w™M®, where w™® is the solution
to (2.3)-(2.4). In our setting again, w™! is actually indeed independent of R and
is easily obtained from the explicit expression (3.8). Using a rescaling argument (set-
ting wM(x) = u.—1(\x) for the rescaled defect A\™'4o(A~"2)), we realize that

0
AL (60(0) + f el (A1) dt) forz <0,
Az

Az
A le A (EO(O) +J- et 4y (A_lt) dt) forxz > 0,
0

(actually independent of R) is the bounded C! solution to the equation

(3.12) A 4 | (wh Y] = 6y inR.

Taking the limit A — 0 of — Aw™% readily yields the effective Dirichlet condi-
tion E = —{y(0). But, since we have assumed that ¢,(0) < 0, E is positive. Thus
u(0) < —F and u(0) + max (F,0) > 0 combine with one another into
(3.13) u(0) = —E = £,(0).

We have thus recovered in (3.10) the general limit (1.11)-(1.12)-(1.13)-(1.14) stated
in Theorem 1.1.
In addition, taking the limit, as A — 0 and say for > 0, of

wM B (z) — wM(0) = 27! ((e_’\”” —1)£(0) + e JM e o (A7) dt) ,
0

yields
whE(z) — wh(0) - —£Lo(0)z + f Lo(t) dt,
0

and we thus find that, as predicted by (2.15) in Proposition 2.2, lim,_, ;o w(z) = +o0.
A similar argument using the first line of (3.11) confirms the same limit in —oo.

REMARK 3.1. We note in passing that, had we assumed, say, that the local de-
fect £y is everywhere nonnegative, satisfies

(4o) (z) >0, Vze]—1,0[ N Supply,
(3.14) lp(0) = suplo(x) and
veR (€)' (x) <0, Va €]0,1[ n Supp o,

instead of (3.7) (and assumed also, again a technicality, that £y is even), then an easy
adaptation of the above algebraic expressions shows that, mutatis mutandis,

* t
e * J el <> dt  forx <0,
o €

+0 "
e’ J ety <€> dt  forx > 0.
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(3.15) ue(x) =



This explicit calculation thus shows that, instead of solving (3.10), the homogenized
limit u vanishes over the real line, just like it is the case for the periodic, null, Hamil-
tonian. As briefly mentioned in the introduction, the presence of this "upward” de-
fect £y = 0 only affects the next order term. This relates to the "other regime”
considered in the works [26, 15].

REMARK 3.2. We also store for future use (see Remark 3.5 and Section 3.2.1) the
observation that the homogenized limit u given by (3.9) does not have compact support,
and therefore only agrees at infinity © = +o0 with the (here, trivial) homogenized limit
of the periodic case, solution to (3.6).

3.1.2. Periodic unperturbed environment: the homogenized limit. We
now reinstate a non trivial (that is, non constant) periodic potential {per in (3.1),
which, without loss of generality, we assume of period 1. We also assume that there
exists only one point per unit interval where (e, reaches its minimum : £pe(z9) =
infg £per. This is again just for simplicity. We recall that we additionally assume (3.2)-
(3.3) and the separated form (3.4) of the Hamiltonian H. Before we insert any defect £,
in the periodic environment described by £,e;, we need to lay some groundwork and
make explicit the homogenized limit in the absence of defect.

Homogenized equation. For convenience, we now recall some basic facts.
We consider the one-dimensional equation

(3.16) tper.e (@) + [ (per.e) (@)] = bper (2

(obviously a particular case of (1.8)) where the subscript per in uper . refers to the
fact that the right-hand side is only the periodic cost {per. Actually, using elementary
facts from the theory of viscosity solutions, uper < is indeed periodic (of period €); we
will use this property below, but at this time this is irrelevant.

The homogenized Hamiltonian H arising from (3.16) is characterized, for any p €
R, as the unique real number H (p) such that there exists a periodic corrector Xper p,
viscosity solution to

(3.17) o+ (Xperp) )| = H(p) + lper(y) in R,

which is a particular case of (1.9). Mimicking the explicit calculations performed
in [25] that address the case of the quadratic Hamiltonian |p|*> — fpe(y) instead
of |p| — €per(y), it is easy to identify the periodic solution Xper,p and the homogenized
Hamiltonian

— iﬁffper for [p| < {lpery — infr lper
(3.18) H(p) =
Ip| — pery for |p| = (lper) — infr fper.

It follows that the (periodic) homogenized equation, defined by (1.8) in whole gener-
ality, here reads as
u+ Hu) =0,
for the particular Hamiltonian (3.18). We immediately notice that its unique BUC
viscosity solution is the constant function
u = i%f Lper
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which we henceforth denote by uper to distinguish it from the homogenized limit u in
the presence of defect, which we are going to manipulate shortly.

An alternative ”direct” proof. Our next step is to remark that in the present
setting, besides being a consequence of the general periodic homogenization theory,
the limit upere — i%f lper may alternatively and independently be obtained from

the original equation (3.16), as soon as we have some elementary information on the
solution uper,c. The interest of following this alternative route is to better understand
the phenomena at play and prepare the ground for the homogenization limit in the
presence of a defect that will be addressed in Section 3.1.3 below.

It is immediate to deduce from (3.16) that its solution uper . consists of the com-
bination of two different branches, respectively solving

(3.19) tpero(2) + (tper.e) (2) = bper () When (tper,e) (2) > 0
and
(3.20) Upere () — (Uper.e) () = Lper (g) when (uper.e) (z) < 0.

We now introduce
* t
(3.21) Operc(x) = €77 J et lper <> dt,
. €

which is not an unexpected function given the calculations in Section 3.1.1 above. It
is evidently a periodic function, which satisfies gper,c + (gper’e)’ = lper (,) and thus

{(gper,ey = {lpery. We deduce that in the branch described by (3.19), upere(z) =

gper,e(x) + ae * for some constant o (depending on e but this is irrelevant).
Should the branch (3.19) extend to +oo, we would therefore obtain, using pe-

riodicity and shifting to 400, that upere(z) = gpere(z) for all 2 in that branch.

Since (gper,ey = {Lpery while, in view of (3.16), Upere < lper <7) everywhere, this
€

implies gper,e = fper (g) Given the differential equation satisfied by gper,e, this may

only hold when £, is constant. We reach a contradiction with the assumption made
on fper.
* t

Similarly to (3.21), we introduce the function Aperc(x) = €* J e Uper (5) dt,
and get that in the branch (3.20), tpere(2) = hpere(x) + Be*. It irflmediately follows
that (3.20) cannot extend to 400 either, since the asymptotic blow-up implied by the
term e® would contradict the boundedness of the solution.

A symmetric argument allows to exclude that the branches extend to —co. We
conclude that the solution uper - consists of an effective, infinite alternation of the two
branches (3.19) and (3.20). In our particular periodic setting, we could have obtained
this fact simply using the uniqueness, thus the periodicity, of the viscosity solution
to (3.16). But the specific argument we have developed will be useful later, in the
presence of a defect.

We next remark that, because of the generic properties of viscosity solutions, a
transition, at some T, from the branch (3.20) at the left of T to the branch (3.19) at
its right, may only occur when (upere) is continuous at Z, nonpositive before and
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nonnegative after Z. Thus (Uper,s) (Z) = 0 and T is a local minimizer of uper,. Using
the equation, uper (T) = lper(Z). Since we know that uper . < Lper everywhere, the
three facts altogether imply that £y, reaches its minimum at z. For simplicity, we
have assumed that such a minimizer is unique per period. So we exactly know that,
per period, there is one transition (3.20)-(3.19) (at the minimizer T = argmin {p,e;)
and, thus also, one transition (3.19)-(3.20) (thus necessarily above the level ming lpe;).

An interesting corollary of the previous observation is the following. Since upere =
infg lper everywhere, |(Uper,e)’| = fper — Uper,c i thus bounded independently of .
It follows from these two facts together with the periodicity of upere (With period €)
that, necessarily, uper,e — infgr {per as € vanishes. In dimension 1, this provides us
with an independent and alternative proof of the homogenization limit, as announced
above.

3.1.3. A downward defect in this periodic environment. We now insert
the defect ¢y. The equation under consideration is

(3.22) (@) + () @)] = fper (2) + 40 (2)-

Using the exact same argument as above in (3.19)-(3.20), the two auxiliary func-
* t
tions gper,e and hpere, along with the functions go.(z) = e ° f etly () dt,
5
—00

a0
t
hoe(z) = €° J ety <> dt, we may similarly conclude that no branch can extend
€

to £o0. Recall indeed that {y vanishes at infinity so does not modify the argument
performed in the periodic case above.

We can thus claim that wu. is an infinite alternation of the two branches. Again
similarly as above, we know that the junction (3.20)-(3.19) (in this order from left to

right) may only occur at local minimizers of (¢per + o) g), and that at such points,
ue = (lper + Co) (E) Outside Supp £ (g), this thus occurs at some minimizers
of lper <g>, at which u. coincides with e, (g)

We next recall that, precisely at all minimizers of £e, (g), we also have the
equality Upere = per (g), where uper. denotes the solution in the absence of de-

fects. Thus, at any minimizer of fpe; (E) outside Supp ¢y <g) where wu. coincides
with £per (;), we also have u. = Uper,e. Between two such minimizers, using a com-
parison principle for the equation, we deduce that u. = Upere. SO Us = Upere at
least everywhere outside a bounded interval containing the origin and presumably
slightly exceeding Supp £y (g)

Our next task is thus to fully identify the homogenized limit of u.. Since we
do not have as much information on u. as we used to have on uper in the previous
section, we need to make a small detour (in fact by defining the homogenized problem
itself and next backpedalling) .

We introduce the function
<€per> - e_lx‘ (<€per> - i%f(gper + KO)) fOI"SL’l < 122

(3.23) u(z) =
i%féper for|z| = u,
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for p defined by

_ <€per> - inf]R eper
3.24 et = - .
( ) {pery — Infr(Cper + £o)

This function w is indeed the homogenized limit of u., as we will see below. For the

time being, we just remark that

(i) when £y = 0 and more generally exactly when condition (3.3) is not satisfied,
then y = 0 and u = infg £,e is indeed the homogenized limit we found
for uper,c.

(ii) when £pe; =0, then p = + 0, u(x) = (infg £y) e~!*l and we recover the homog-
enized limit (3.9) if we additionally assume (3.7) as we did in Section 3.1.1.

We also remark that u solves
u(z) + H (v'(z)) =0 forz 0,
u(0) = i%f(ﬂper + lo),

where H is defined in (3.18). In this specific setting, we again recover, as in Sec-
tion 3.1.1, the general limit (1.11)-(1.12)-(1.13)-(1.14) stated in Theorem 1.1, this
time with the specific value

(3.25) E = — inf(lper + £o)

of the effective Dirichlet condition. Expression (3.25) is obviously a generalization
of (3.13). And (1.12) and (1.14) again combine with one another to yield the above
Dirichlet condition, precisely because of the condition (3.3). We omit here the detailed
verification that the explicit value of E given in (3.25) may indeed be independently
obtained using the sequence of approximate correctors, as in the general theory us-
ing (2.3)-(2.4), similarly to what we did above in Section 3.1.1 in the particular setting
where /¢, identically vanishes.

In order to prove that u defined in (3.23) is indeed the limit of w,, let us consider

0

. t Y
ve(z) = € f et€<€) dt +e %fﬂ.
As e vanishes, this function pointwise (and in fact locally uniformly) converges to
(lper) (L= e7") + " inf € = u(w),

as defined by (3.23), for all 0 < z < . Since evidently Cpe; (f) > inf e,
13

r t
Cper (g) — ve(x) = iﬁfﬁper - efzf ety <> dt —e " iﬁf@,

0 g

where, as € vanishes, the right-hand side likewise converges to

inf lper — ¥ 1—e™) —e @ infl = (inf lper — infl) — (£ —infl) (1—e™7).
13t tper Uper) (1 =€) —e m (lﬁ per — 111 ) — ({lper) m J(L—e™)
Note that this quantity is nonnegative when x < u, since

(i%ffper - i%ff) — (Upery — i%ff) (I—e7%)
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> (i%f lper — i%ff) — (Uper) — i%fﬁ) (1—e™)
-0,

and only vanishes at z = pu.
If we now take 0 < = < p, outside Supp gy (g>, and slightly bounded away

from p (by some irrelevant constant, say of order £), we thus have, for e sufficiently
small,

14 <§> — ve(z) = (actually =) lper (g) — ve(x) > 0.

If follows that, in that region, (v.)'(z) = ¢ (E> — v, > 0 and thus v, is solution

to (3.22). We may proceed similarly for —u < 2 < 0 and the other branch, that of
type (3.20). The function v, that we have constructed may then be continued close
to and beyond +u. Eventually, it yields the global solution u..

REMARK 3.3. In echo to Remark 3.2, we notice that, here, the two homogenized
limits obtained respectively for lper and lper + £y exactly agree outside a bounded
interval surrounding the origin, unless Lper is constant. The latter case is indeed the
only case where the homogenized Hamiltonian H is not flat around p = 0 (it is |p|).
The agreement at infinity of the two homogenized solutions, respectively in the absence
and in the presence of defects, reflects this property. We will further investigate this
question in higher dimensions in Section 3.2.1 below.

3.1.4. A randomized variant. As briefly mentioned in Section 1, a random-
ized variant of the theory of local defects has been introduced by A. Anantharaman
and the second author in [5]. In that work, the equation under consideration was a
linear elliptic equation in conservation form. The adaptation of the setting considered
therein to our equation (3.22) is as follows.

We consider as a perturbation of the underlying periodic environment encoded
in lper, the random running cost

Ls(z,w) = > X (w) bo(x — k),
keZ

where {X}'(w)}kez is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables that all follow a Bernoulli
law of parameter 7, that is, X;'(w) = 0 or = 1 with probability 1 — 7 and 1 respec-
tively. The parameter n > 0 is to be thought of as a small parameter, which will
eventually be sent to zero. This models that the periodic environment encoded in £p¢,
is only slightly perturbed.

After rescaling in ¢ of the potential ¢g, the equation for which we study homoge-
nization thus reads as

el 40 0] = b (2) 5 (Z10) = b (2) + D 20080 (225).
k

9 9 =7

We intend to identify the homogenized limit e — 0 for this equation in the regime
when the parameter n vanishes. Here, to keep things simple and allow for analytic
calculations, we only consider the case fpe; = 0 of a flat unperturbed environment,
that is

(3.26) e (z,w) + |(ue) (z,w)| = 2 X(w) Lo (x — ke) ,
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using a ”shape function” £y for the defects that satisfies (3.7).

REMARK 3.4. Let us emphasize that, even though the specific algebraic manipu-
lations below depend on the technical assumption that lyer = 0, the general result that
we are going to obtain carries over to other cases.

Ezxtensions to other ambient dimensions will be addressed in Section 3.2.

In order to understand the homogenized limit, we need a preliminary step, namely
the case of two localized (downward) defects, instead of a single one at the origin as in
Section 3.1.3. Intuitively, £g(z,w) is the random superposition of an infinite number
of such defects. Since "He who can do more can do less”, we need to first understand
the case of two defects, that is:

(3.27) 2 (@) + | (2) (@)] = € (g) + 0 (“””&_5) .

It is then easy to realize that the solution reads as

(3.28) ze(z) = inf (ue(x), us(r —¢)),

where u. is the solution for one single defect at the origin, which we made ex-

plicit in (3.8). In order to realize that (3.28) holds, we just need to establish that,

in Supp ¢y ;), we have u.(z) < ue(z—¢). A similar argument will prove a symmet-
€

ric result on Supp £ r—e , while, outside the two supports, both u.(-) and u.(-—¢)
€

solve (3.27). Let us recall that, because of (3.2), the two supports Supp ¢y and
Supp 4o(- — 1) are disjoint. Given the explicit expression (3.8) of u. and its mono-
tonicity on R, we then have that

(3.20) u(z) < e (50(0) +faet t (2) dt),

0

for a < % and all 0 < x < £a. On the other hand, again for all 0 < z < £a, we have,

by the same argument but this time looking at the explicit expression of u.(z — ¢)
that ,

(3.30) uc(x —eg) = e 47° (ZO(O) + J e~ =2y, (t ; E) dt> .

Since a < %, we have e 7 < e~ %% On the other hand, for simplicity let us further
assume that

(3.31) £y is an even function,

so that the two integrals appearing in the right-hand sides of (3.29) and (3.30) are
identical. We deduce that

ue(x) Suc(r—e) forall0 <z <cea,

that region being the part of Supp £ <7) at the right of the origin. A similar argument
€

allows to conclude for all the other regions. Note that a simple estimation of the
terms in (3.29) and (3.30) shows that, had we not assumed (3.31) for simplicity, the
argument above would also hold true provided the two defects are separated from a
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distance g e for an integer ¢ chosen sufficiently large. We will see a similar argument
in Section 3.2.2 below.

Equation (3.28) readily implies that, returning to the random setting (3.26),

(3.32) ue (T, w) = Ilvrelg { X (w) ue(z — ke)},

since any k € Z for which X;'(w) = 1 contributes to lowering the solution, while
others k do not. The ”min-formula” (3.32) is the main ingredient in the rest of our
argument and will be generalized in Section 3.2.

REMARK 3.5. Note that we work here with the solution u. of the original equa-
tion (3.26), prove it explicitly reads as (3.32) and proceed from there to find its ho-
mogenized limit. In fact, we could, using a similar string of arguments, identify the
solution to the discounted problem

(3.33) Sws(y,w) + [(ws) (y,w)| = > X[ (w) bo (y — k),
keZ

for § > 0, that replaces the corrector problem in the context of stochastic homogeniza-
tion. The similarity between (3.26) and (3.33) is evident. Using a simple rescaling
(exactly as we did in the specific deterministic case (3.11)-(3.12) above), any explicit
expression of the solution u. of the former equation yields an expression of the solu-
tion wg to the latter equation. Taking the limit lims_,o 0 ws, we may then identify the
value H,,(0) of the homogenized Hamiltonian in this stochastic setting. Note that the
same remark applies to the multidimensional context we will address in Section 3.2.2
below, but we will not repeat it there.

Since we already know that, in the homogenized limit, u. given by (3.8) con-
verges to u(x) = £o(0)e 17l in (3.9) (later generalized in (3.23)), we temporarily
replace (3.32) by

(339 ue(e) = fo(0) sup {X(w) e}
keZ

where we have used that £y(0) < 0. Take now x = 0. The key quantity appearing on
the right-hand side of (3.34) is in fact the random variable

(3.35) ilélz) {X,? (w) e_‘kle} ,

and to get a grasp on this quantity, let us only consider therein the positive indices,
so that we focus our attention on

ZM(w) = keszu]go {X](w)e ).

Since the function k — e~*¢ is decreasing with respect to k > 0, it is evident that Z7 =
e "¢ for the first index k such that X, = 1. But now, since the X are i.i.d. and all
follow a Bernoulli law, it is well known that the law of this first index is geometric.
More precisely, we have

(3.36) ZM(w) = e % with probability (1 — n)*.
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If we now let ¢ — 0, we obtain Z7(w) — 1 almost surely. It is easy to see that a
similar argument applies to (3.35), since only |k| matters there and max(X",, X}")
are i.i.d. Bernoulli variables of parameter 1 — (1 — )2, which scales as 7, when 7 is
small. Thus, eventually we may guess that

ue(0,w) — £o(0)

almost surely in the limit € — 0. The actual proof of this fact necessitates to realize
that we have replaced u. given by (3.8) by its homogenized limit u(x) = £o(0) e~ 17
The error committed in this approximation may easily be controlled (at least in this
case where everything is explicitly known by the formulae (3.8) and (3.9)) and proven
to be irrelevant in the limit process above. In addition, the asymptotics that we have
found for x = 0 in (3.34) readily carry over to any = € R, since all what matters is
the decay of the function k — e~ 1*=#¢l away from 2. We have thus obtained

(3.37) a.s. ;i_r)r(l)ua(m,w) = £0(0).

The convergence (3.37) is both disappointing and intuitive. It is disappointing be-
cause, the homogenized limit being flat, there is not much interesting mathematical
phenomenon to discuss. The convergence (3.37) is, on the other hand, intuitive, be-
cause as soon as a defect occurs at a location ke for some index k& such that ke — 0
in the homogenized limit, this defect is brought to the origin by the rescaling and
everything happens as if we had a deterministic localized defect there. For instance,

1
even the probability of having at least one defect in the 7 first indices (say at the
€

right of the origin) is

(3.38) L=n)fn~1—1—n/ve8y

0<k<Jz
for 7 fixed, so all this happens with probability one. A similar argument again applies
if we consider both sides of the origin, and likewise when we consider any point z
since all points play identical roles. In the end, the limit (3.37) is flat. It is also
independent of 7.

This comes in sharp contrast to the case of a similar random coefficient inserted
in an elliptic equation, which is the setting studied in the work [5]. This striking
difference may be intuitively explained by the fact that, at the macroscopic scale,
an elliptic equation only sees suitable averages of the oscillatory coefficient, while an
Hamilton-Jacobi type equation sensitively sees extremal values of that coefficient. Put
in an even more simplified language, what we observe is nothing but the difference
between

N
1
: n : . n
Jim = k; Xp(w) and  lim sup {Xi(w),
for the i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables X' of parameter 7. The leftmost limit scales
as 1 while the rightmost limit is independent of 7 .

The net conclusion of the above discussion is that, in the model we have considered
so far, the probability of having defects is so large that, in the limit, there are almost
surely defects everywhere. In order to get a much more interesting regime, we need to
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relate the small parameter €, which measures the distances at the microscopic scale,
with the parameter 7, which measures the amount of random perturbation present in
the environment (recall that, for n = 0, we recover the unperturbed environment). A
possible way to obtain this property is to ensure that, for instance, there is, asymptot-
ically, a fixed, small, proportion of defects per unit macroscopic length (or, in higher
dimensional settings, volume). More precisely, we now take

(3.39) n =T7e, for 7 fixed.

The scaling law (3.39) is precisely adjusted so that, in contrast to what we observed
above in (3.38) for n fixed, the probability of seeing at least one defect over a unit
macroscopic length around the origin scales as

(3.40) N -1 (1-ge) =1 R g« L.

0<k<i

If we revisit our calculations above with the particular value (3.39), we may mimic
the argument step by step. We realize that the key quantity from (3.36) is now

(3.41) ZM(w) = e % with probability (1 —7e)* 7je.
A simple calculation shows that, for all u > 0,

P(Z

o3

e M) = (1-Te)e ~ e as e —0,

that is, for all 0 <t < 1,

(3.42) P(Zl<t) ~t", as e¢—0.

€

Upon differentiating with respect to ¢, we obtain that, in the limit ¢ — 0, the law
is 77¢7~1. This suffices to establish that the limit is not deterministic. Put differently,
(i) when 1 > 0 s fixed (or n » €) the limit u. is deterministic and flat at the level £5(0),
(ii) when 7 =0 (or  « €) the limit u. is deterministic and flat at the level 0 (that
is the unperturbed solution), and (iii) when exactly 7 scales as 7je in (3.39), then the
limit is flat, and its value is a random variable in the interval [¢(0), 0].

3.2. Generalization to higher dimensions. Motivated by the phenomena
we have just observed in the one-dimensional setting of Section 3.1, we consider two
specific questions in a higher dimensional situation:

(i) the behavior when |z| — +00 of the homogenized solution in presence of a de-
fect at the origin, as compared to that of the homogenized solution in the
unperturbed periodic setting

(ii) the random superposition of point defects.

The two issues are respectively studied in Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2 below.

3.2.1. Influence of the defect at infinity. We return to the general setting
of Section 1.1 with, in ambient dimension d > 1, a general Hamiltonian H (defined
in (1.1)) satisfying the classical properties made precise in that section, in particu-
lar (1.2) through (1.4) and that is the perturbation of a periodic Hamiltonian Hpe,
(defined in (1.5)) in the following sense: f = fper and ¢ = £,¢, outside a neighborhood
of the origin.
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We denote by u the homogenized solution provided by Theorem 1.1. In order to
avoid any confusion, we denote by uper the homogenized solution associated with the
periodic Hamiltonian Hpe, in equation (1.8). We now intend to prove that

(3.43) lu(z) — Uper(z)] > 0 as |z] - 4o0.

This property of course mathematically encodes that the local defect (that is, the
difference between (f, ¢) and (fper; {per) assumed compactly supported near the origin)
only affects the homogenized solution locally. In Section 3.1, we have seen that it is
true in the one-dimensional setting and for the separate Hamiltonian considered, and
even that, if £, is not constant, then u(z) = uper(z) outside a neighborhood of the
origin.

The proof of (3.43) turns out to be rather simple. Let us consider, say, the first
canonical vector e; in R%, and the function u,(z) = u(z — ne;) obviously solution
to the same problem as (1.11) through (1.14), but with an effective Dirichlet condi-
tion set at the point x, = ne; instead of the origin. The sequence of functions u,,
inherits, uniformly in n € N, of the properties of u itself. We therefore have uniform
almost everywhere pointwise bounds on u, and Du,. It follows that, up to an ex-
traction (and a diagonal argument) which we henceforth omit to explicitly denote, u,,
locally uniformly converges to some function v. Fix now a unit ball B;(yg) around an
arbitrary point yo € R?. For any sufficiently large n € N, the point ,, lies outside that
ball, and the function u,, thus solves (in the viscosity sense) the periodic homogenized
equation (1.11), that is

au, + H(Du,) =0

on that ball. Given the above convergence and using the result of stability of viscosity
solutions for that equation, so does the limit v. By uniqueness of the bounded uni-
formly continuous viscosity solution to (1.11) posed on the entire space R4, we thus
know that v = uper. Since the limit is unique, we conclude that the sequence u,, itself
converges to upe, uniformly locally. The convergence (3.43) follows.

Two remarks are in order.

First, we note that we have only used the homogenized form of the equation
provided by Theorem (1.1) and not the assumption itself that f = fper and £ = lpe,
outside a neighborhood of the origin. So, if Theorem 1.1 turns out to hold true
for some defect ¢y that does not necessarily have compact support (or alternatively
and more generally, in some specific settings, for more general (f, ) that converge to
(fpers {per) In a milder sense), the convergence (3.43) still holds true. On the other
hand and as briefly mentioned above, unless peculiar conditions are met, there is no
reason for u and uper to exactly agree outside a bounded domain.

Second, both above facts may be intuitively understood when resorting to the
optimal control interpretation of the equations and solutions at play (in the spirit
of our arguments of Section 2.3). When starting farther and farther away from the
defect located at the origin, the optimal trajectory has lesser reason to visit the
neighborhood of the origin. As |z| — 400, the value function therefore becomes
decreasingly affected by the presence of the defect. Thus the convergence (3.43).
Additionally and depending upon the specific landscape, such an excursion toward
the origin may come, or not, at a price. If for points = located far enough from
the origin, this price becomes too high, then the optimal paths leaving x do not
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visit the support of the defect. In this case, the exact equality u = upe may hold
outside a bounded domain. This is what happens for a nontrivial one-dimensional
setting as that of Section 3.1.2, but not for that of Section 3.1.1 or for a higher
dimensional setting where some specific paths escaping from the wells of ¢, can be
cost-advantageous. In the latter situations, only (3.43) holds.

3.2.2. Randomized variant. We devote this section to randomized lattices of
points defects in R%, d > 1. We focus our attention to the case when the background
environment is constant. The extension to random perturbations of periodic Hamil-
tonians is left for future work, because it is not obvious that a counterpart of formula
(3.32) holds in this situation.

Radially symmetric situations. We consider the Hamiltonians

(3.44) H(y,p) = H(p) — 4 (y),

and for each k € Z%,
— z—eqk
(3.45) Hi(e,p.w) = H) - fo (T2 Xl

where {X}!(w)}, za is a set of 1.i.d. real valued, Bernoulli random variables of parame-
ter 7, that is, a multi-dimensional analogue of the sequence introduced in Section 3.1.4.
We consider the case when
e H is a C?, convex, globally Lipschitz and radially symmetric function of p (it
therefore reaches its minimum at p = 0)
e {; is smooth, non positive and radially symmetric function, supported in the
unit ball centered at the origin, and such that arg min £y = {0} and £,(0) <0
e the ergodic constant F defined in Section 2.1 satisfies

(3.46) E > H(0).

We will see later that (3.46) is in fact a consequence of the assumptions made
on fgy.
The Hamiltonian Hy corresponds to a rescaled Hamiltonian similar to (f,p) , when
the local defect (originally set at the origin) is shifted at each of the positions € gk,
and only occurs there with the probability n, encoded in the random variable Xy (w).
The parameter ¢ is a positive integer that will be adjusted in the course of the proof,
see (3.66) below. We then form the random Hamiltonian

(3.47) Hg(z, p,w) = sup Hi(z, p, w),
keZd

which also reads as
_ —eqk
(3.48) Hilo ) = H0) ~ ¥ Xt (T2,
keZd

This is the d-dimensional counterpart of the one-dimensional Hamiltonian considered
in Section 3.1.4. The expression (3.48) proceeds from the definition (3.45)-(3.47)
—eqk
along with the observation that the supports of the two functions ¢y <H>
€
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—egK
and ¢ (qu) for different indices k + k' do not overlap and the latter two

functions are nonpositive, so, for all 2 € R? and € > 0, hence

_ _ / _ _ /
t (Jc Eqk> L0 (x Eqk) ~ in [50 (x Eqk> 4, (x Eqk>].
€ € € 5

We now consider, for almost all w, the equation
(3.49) aU.(z,w) + Hg(z, DU, , w) = 0.

We intend to first prove that this equation has a unique, bounded uniformly continuous
solution U, (z,w) in the viscosity sense, and next study the limit of this solution as
vanishes. For this purpose, under a suitable assumption on ¢, we will in fact explicitly
characterize the solution U, as

(3.50) U.(z,w) = inf {X](w)u:(z —eqk)},
keZd
where . (z) is the unique viscosity solution in BUC(RY) to (1.7), that is
au. + H (f,DuE) =0 inR%
€

The expression (3.50) evidently generalizes (3.32) to the present multi-dimensional
context.

In order to establish (3.50), it is obviously sufficient to understand the setting
where only two defects are present and are respectively localized, say, at the ori-
gin 7o = 0 and at x) = ¢k, for some k € Z%\{0}. We thus need to manipulate the
two Hamiltonians H and H§ (the latter is obtained by setting k = 0 in (3.45)). In
this simplified setting, we claim that the solution to

(3.51) aVe(z,w) + max{Hj, H} (v, DV.,w) = 0

actually reads as
(3.52)

Ve(z,w) = min{Xg(w) ue(z) + (1- X (w)w, X) (w) ue(x —eqgk) + (l—Xﬁ(w))u},

where u. solves (1.7) in the sense of viscosity, and the constant function u = —H (0)/«
corresponds to the situation when there is no defect.

If we temporarily admit that (3.52) holds true, then the generalization to infinitely
many randomized defects is immediate and yields (3.50), where we note that all the
terms in (1 — X! (w))u originally present in (3.52) may be discarded because, with full
probability, one at least of the X}!(w), k € Z%, has value one and u.(- —egk) < by
the comparison principle (using the non-positiveness of ).

In order to establish (3.52), we proceed as follows. First, when X{(w) = X}!(w)
0, H§(-,p,w) = HL(-,p,w) = H (p), the constant function @ is the solution to (3.51
and (3.52) holds. Second, if X{/(w) = 1 while X}/(w) = 0, then H(-,p,w)

H (;,p) and HE(-,p,w) = H (p), thus, given the non-positiveness of £y,
€

~—

maX{Hg(',p,W),Hﬁ(',p,W)} =H (g7p>
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and the solution is indeed u.. We conclude ”symmetrically” when X (w) = 0

and X)'(w) = 1. The only interesting case is the third one, when X (w) = X}!(w)
1, and we wish to prove that

(3.53) Vo(z,w) = min{ue(aﬂ), ue(x—sqk)}.

To address the latter case, we partition R? into three non-overlapping regions, namely
A5 = Supp £ (7), Ay = Supp £ <f — qk) = eqk + Supp & (7), and the
€ € 5

remaining part (A5 U AL)° of RY.
From the non-positiveness of £y, we notice that

H§ in A§,
(3.54) max {H§, H.} = < Hf _ in AR,
H§ = Hy = H in (A§ U AL)° .

We are going to prove that for ¢ sufficiently small,

(3.55) { Uue(x) < us(x —eqgk) in AF,

ue(r —egk) < uc(x) inAj.

Assume temporarily that (3.55) is true. Since u. and u.(- — € gk) are respectively
viscosity solutions to (1.7) and that same equation translated from —e gk, and since
they are both locally Lipschitz continuous, we know from [6, Prop. 1.9, Chapter I]
that they are solutions almost everywhere of those equations, respectively. It follows
from (3.54) and (3.55) together, that min{ u.(z), u-(z — eqk)} is solution almost
everywhere to (3.51). We also know that this minimum is a viscosity supersolution
of the equation. Finally, since the minimum of two Lipschitz continuous functions is
also Lipschitz continuous and since the Hamiltonian is convex, we know from [6, Prop.
5.1, Chapter II] that this almost everywhere, Lipschitz continuous, solution is also a
viscosity subsolution. We thus conclude that it is a viscosity solution and that (3.53).
Consequently, if (3.55) holds for all k € Z4\{0}, then (3.50) holds.

The inequations in (3.55) in fact only rely upon an interplay between the proper-
ties of the solution u. for the problem with one defect (essentially that u.(x) grows
as x departs from the defect) and the distance between the two contiguous defects
considered. At this point, we may assume that o = 1, just for alleviating notation.

To start with, we observe that the solution w to the Dirichlet problem (1.11)-
(1.14) in the sense of Theorem 1.1, (a) is radially symmetric and (b) is a strictly
increasing function of the radius |z|. The radial symmetry comes from the uniqueness
of that solution stated in Theorem 1.1. The increasing character comes from our
assumption (3.46). Indeed, because of this assumption and (1.12), we have u(0) <
—E < —H(0). By continuity, u(z) < —H(0) on a neighborhood Bg(0) for some
radius R > 0. The continuity of H then implies that |Du(z)| = & > 0 for some ¢ > 0

0
and almost all € Br(0). By radial symmetry, this amounts to &«

a > > 0 for

ou

almost all r < R. But the notion of viscosity solution then implies that, on Br(0), —,
-

which is strictly positive around the origin (given that we have already established
that u reaches its global infimum there) can change sign and become negative at most

once. If this is the case, then u decreases on the region where o < -4, so the
or
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inequality u(z) < —H(0) is all the more true. We may thus enlarge the ball Bg(0)
and since |Du| cannot be arbitrarily small on this region, the viscosity solution u
cannot become increasing again. Therefore, u remains decreasing as |z| grows to
infinity. On the other hand, we also already know from (3.43) that |u(z) — @ — 0
at infinity and from the non-positiveness of ¢y that u < @, so we reach a contradiction.

In conclusion, — > 0 > 0 everywhere outside the origin and w is indeed a strictly

,
increasing, radially symmetric function.

We now return to u., for which we will apply a similar argument, using the
uniformity of properties with respect to €. To start with, we notice that, because ¢ is
assumed radially symmetric and H is isotropic, u. is also radially symmetric. Next,
since fy is nonpositive, comparison yields as above that u. < @ = — H(0) in R
On the other hand, by Theorem 1.1, u.(0) — u(0) < —F < —H(0).

Let us fix an arbitrary positive constant 3 such that 0 < 23 < E— H(0). There
exists a positive radius Ry such that u(z) < —H(0)—24 on Bg,(0). From the uniform
convergence of u. to u on Bg,(0), we know that there exists g > 0 such that for any

€ such that 0 < € < ¢,

(3.56) ue(z) < —H(0) — B, on Bpy(0).

Step 1. Let us start by studying u. in Bg,(0)\B:(0). Given that H. coincides
with H outside Supp 4o (;), (3.56) implies that there exists some § > 0, independent
€
of € < gg, such that

(3.57) |Duc(z)] = 6 > 0, for almost alle < |2| < Ro.
Therefore, for almost all ¢ < |z| < Ry,

Ou,

(3.58) =

= 6.

Since we know, from the notion of viscosity solution and from (3.57), that Du. cannot
be arbitrarily small on Bgr,(0)\B.(0), % may change sign at most once in this ring,
and if it is the case, then the jump is from positive to negative as |x| grows.

Hence, if lim,_,. %(r) < 0, then % < —d in Br,(0)\B:(0). This implies that

we may find a larger Ry still satisfying u.(z) < —H(0) — 8 for € Bg,(0)\B:(0).
Repeating the argument, we obtain that we may indeed choose Ry = +0o0 and that

lim| ;| o0 ue (@) = —00, which contradicts the convergence of u. to —H(0) at infinity.
U ou
Therefore, lim,_,._ —(r) > 0 and a—a may change sign at most once on
r

Bpg,(0)\B:(0) to become negative, say at some radius Ry < Ry, where (this is there-
fore the only possible case) it jumps:

0

) for e < |z| < Ry,
(3.59) o

(3: < —6 for Ry < |z| < Ryp.

We claim that this situation cannot occur. Indeed, if it was the case, then u.(r) <
—H(0) — p for || = Ry and we would be able to enlarge Ry while keeping the
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inequality true. Then u. would stay decreasing in the whole region |x| > Ry, which
again would contradict the convergence of u. to —H (0) at infinity.
To summarize, we have proven that

Ou,

A

(3.60) pe

>0, in thering {z:e <|z| < Ro}.

Step 2. Let us now study u. in B.(0).

Assume first that u. has a local maximum at 0. Then, u.(0) < —H (0) + £(0),
and the function u. cannot have a minimum at some z, 0 < |z| < €. Indeed, if it was
the case, uc(z) = —H(0) + lo(z) > —H(0) + £o(0) = u-(0), which is contradictory.
Therefore, the minimum of u. in B¢(0) is achieved at |z| = &, which is impossible

U
because lim,_,. a0 < (r) > 0. We have proved by contradiction that u. does not have
r

a local maximum at 0.

On the other hand, the semi-concavity and the radial symmetry of u. imply that
% has a limit at 0, which is nonpositive.

Combining the latter two points yields that u. has a derivative at 0 and that
%z (0) = 0. This implies that

(3.61) u(0) = —TI(0) + £6(0),
and from the convergence of u.(0) to u(0), that
(3.62) E = H(0) — £0(0).

We have also proved that —FE' is the minimal value of u. on B.(0). Note that (3.61)
and (3.62) may be obtained in an easier way by using arguments from the theory of
optimal control.

Step 8. Our next step consists of proving that it possible to choose a positive
integer ¢ such that

(3.63) min u.(x) = max uc(z).
|z|=qe |z|<e

First, we know that there exists M > 0 independent of € such that |Duc|s, < M.
This and (3.61)-(3.62) imply that

(3.64) max ues(r) < —E + Me.

jol<e
On the other hand, (3.60) implies

min _u(r) = wu(lyl=¢)+0d(g—1)e
(3.65) geslzl<Ro
> —E+6d(g—1e

We deduce from (3.64) and (3.65) that if ¢ > 1 4+ M /0, then ming.<|qz)<p, ue(z) =
max|,|<c Ue (T).

Moreover, u. cannot reach a value smaller than max|,|<. uc(x) at some y such
that |y| > Ro, because, if it was the case, then the infimum of u.|{;>r,; would be
achieved by some z, Ry < |z|, and

max u. () = uc(z) = —H(0),
lz|<e
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which is a contradiction for € < gg. Hence (3.63) holds for ¢ > 1 + M/§ and € <
It is then easy to obtain (3.55) for any & < €, with

(3.66) q=q+2, g>1+M/S.

Finally, the explicit expression (3.50) of the solution to (3.49) is established, it
is a straightforward adaptation of our results of Section 3.1.4 to indeed identify the
limit as € vanishes. All our arguments and conclusions hold mutatis mutandis with
minor modifications.

Generalization. The results obtained above can be generalized to a class of non-
radially symmetric situations under the following assumptions:

e The Hamiltonian H defined by H(p) = max,ca —f(a) - p — f(a) is a C2,
convex, globally Lipschitz function which reaches its minimum at p = 0. ThlS
implies that H(0) = —minge £(a) = —min, 4 7)o U(a)

e The function 4y : R x A — R_ is smooth, and for all a € A, (-, a)
is supported in the unit ball B;(0) = R%. The perturbed Hamiltonian is
H(y,p) = maxaea f(a) - p —£(a) — Lo(y, a)

e The ergodic constant E defined in Section 2.1 satisfies (3.46)

e There exists two Hamiltonians H; and Hy which are radially symmetric, C2,
convex, globally Lipschitz fonctions defined on R? and two smooth, radially
symmetric functions ¢ ; and ¢y 2, defined on R? with values in R_, supported
in B1(0), such that the following conditions are satisfied:

— the pairs (ﬁl,foyl) and (ﬁg,éog) satisfy all the assumptions made in
the radially symmetric setting. In particular, as we have seen above, the
related ergodic constants E; and Es are given by E; = H1(0) — £o1(0)
and E2 = Hg( )—602( )

— there holds H;(p) < H(p)
by 2(z) for all z € Rd €
£0,1(0) = £o2(0). _

The corresponding perturbed Hamiltonians are Hi(y,p) = Hi(p) — £o.1(y)
and Ha(y,p) = H2(p) — £o,2(y). Obviously,

(3.67) Hi(y,p) < H(y,p) < Ha(y,p),

and it can be checked that the assumptions imply that £y = F = Fs.
Using (3.67) and comparison principles, it is possible to prove that (3.52) still holds
in this situation, provided that ¢ is chosen large enough, and all the results proved
in the radially symmetric setting remain valid. Note that the assumptions made are
rather strong: in particular they require that a — £5(0, a) be constant.

< Ha(p) for all p e R, £y 1(2) = lo(w,a) =
A. Moreover, H;(0) = H(0) = H(0) and
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