arXiv:2401.09147v1 [math.OC] 17 Jan 2024

ASYMPTOTIC PROPERTIES OF NON-COERCIVE HAMILTONIANS WITH DRIFT

MARTINO BARDI

Abstract. We consider Hamiltonians associated to optimal control problems for affine systems on the torus. They are not coercive and are possibly unbounded from below in the direction of the drift of the system. The main assumption is the strong bracket generation condition on the vector fields. We first prove the existence of a critical value of the Hamiltonian by means of the ergodic approximation. Next we prove the existence of a possibly discontinuous viscosity solution to the critical equation. We show that the long-time behaviour of solutions to the evolutive Hamilton-Jacobi equation is described in terms of the critical constant and a critical solution. As in the classical weak KAM theory we find a fixed point of the Hamilton-Jacobi- Lax-Oleinik semigroup, although possibly discontinuous. Finally we apply the existence and properties of the critical value to the periodic homogenization of stationary and evolutive H-J equations.

1. Introduction

This paper gives several asymptotic results about non-coercive Hamiltonians H : T^n × R^n → R possibly unbounded from below. By coercive we mean lim |p|→∞ inf_{x∈Tn} H(x, p) = +∞. We are interested in Hamiltonians of the form (1) H(x, p) = b(x) · p + sup_{a∈A} {p · F (x)a − L(x, a)} , where A ⊆ R^m , possibly all R^m , b is Lipschitz, L is continuous, bounded from below, and quadratic in a at infinity, F (x) is a n × m matrix, at least Lipschitz, and whose columns f^i satisfy a Liebracket rank condition. All data are Z^n-periodic in x. Note that H is unbounded from below if b(x) /∈ span{f^1(x), ..., f^m(x)} for some x ∈ T^n.

Let us list the properties we are going to study and briefly review what is already known, mostly in the coercive case and often under additional smoothness and convexity conditions on H.

1. The critical or ergodic equation associated to H is

(2) λ + H(x, Du) = 0 in R^n ,

in the unknowns λ ∈ R and u ∈ C(T^n). The critical value of H is a number λ̄ ∈ R such that (2) has no viscosity subsolutions for λ > λ̄ and no viscosity supersolutions for λ < λ̄. It is also called

Date: January 16, 2024.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. Primary: 35F21, 49L25, 35B27 ; Secondary: 37J50, 35D40, . Key words and phrases. Weak KAM theory, Hamilton-Jacobi equations, ergodic control, long-time behaviour of solutions, discontinuous viscosity solutions, Lax-Oleinik semigroup, periodic homogenization, The author is member of the Gruppo Nazionale per l’Analisi Matematica, la Probabilità e le loro Applicazioni (GNAMPA) of the Istituto Nazionale di Alta Matematica (INdAM). He is partially supported by the King Abdullah University of Science and Technology (KAUST) project CRG2021-4674 “Mean-Field Games: models, theory, and computational aspects”, and by the project funded by the EuropeanUnion-NextGenerationEU under the National Recovery and Resilience Plan (NRRP), Mission 4 Component 2 Investment 1.1 - Call PRIN 2022 No. 104 of February 2, 2022 of Italian Ministry of University and Research; Project 2022W58BJ5 (subject area: PE - Physical Sciences and Engineering) “PDEs and optimal control methods in mean field games, population dynamics and multi-agent models”. 1

ergodic constant or additive eigenvalue. The existence of such number is usually proved by the limit

(3) lim_{δ→0+} δw_δ (x) = λ̄

where

(4) δw_δ + H(x, Dw_δ ) = 0 in R^n ,

the so-called vanishing discount problem. An alternative construction is the ergodic-type limit

(5) lim_{t→+∞} w(x, t) t = λ̄. where

(6) ∂_tw + H(x, D_xw) = 0, in R^n × (0, +∞), w(·, 0) = w_o ∈ C(T^n).

For Hamiltonians coming from calculus of variation or optimal control these results describe the asymptotics of value functions and are related to ergodic control, as it was first observed by Lasry in 1975 [39], see [10, 6, 7], [4, 5] for differential games, and the references therein. The validity of one of the two limits (3) and (5) implies the other and it is called ergodicity of H. Moreover, if for P ∈ R^n one considers the critical equation λ + H(x, Du + P ) = 0, then the critical value λ̄ = H̄(P ) is the effective Hamiltonian arising in periodic homogenization of Hamilton-Jacobi equations. This was the original motivation for studying the critical value in the pioneering paper by Lions, Papanicolaou and Varadhan [40]. In classical mechanics a smooth solution of the critical equation is a generating function of canonical transformations for integrable systems; in the literature on Hamiltonian systems −λ̄ is called Mañé critical value and H̄(P ) is related to Mather’s α-function, see the surveys [29, 32, 33, 44].

The existence of the critical value via the limits (3) and (5) does not require the coercivity of H but only a uniform bound on the oscillation of the solution w_δ of (4) (7) w_δ(x) − w_δ (z) ≤ C ∀ x, z ∈ T^n, ∀ δ > 0. For Bellman Hamiltonians this follows from a weak controllability property of the underlying control system, called bounded-time controllability in [5], see also [6, 36, 8]. It also extends to 2nd order degenerate elliptic Hamiltonians arising in stochastic control [7] and to the non-convex Isaacs Hamiltonians of differential games [5]. Barles [15] proved the ergodicity of some nonconvex H missing coercivity in one of the space dimensions by proving (7) with PDE methods. Cardaliaguet and Mendico [24] proved (5) for calculus of variations problems where the control is the acceleration, instead of the velocity, so the Hamiltonian is linear in a half of components of p, and they apply this to Mean Field Games.

2. A stronger property of the critical value λ̄ is that it is the unique λ such that (2) has a viscosity solution. A function χ ∈ C(T^n) solving

(8) λ̄ + H(x, Dχ) = 0 in R^n

is called a critical solution of H and a corrector in the jargon of homogenization. The existence of a Lipschitz critical solution was proved by Lions, Papanicolaou and Varadhan [40] for coercive Hamiltonians on the torus, and by Fathi [30] on compact manifolds without boundary for smooth H convex conjugate of a Tonelli Lagrangian. This result is often called weak KAM theorem. In these papers the coercivity of the Hamiltonian gives the Lipschitz continuity of χ, but it is not needed for a merely continuous solution if the Hamiltonian is of Bellman type. In fact, it was observed in [5] that for small-time controllable systems, i.e., such that for any x, z ∈ T^n there is a control driving the system from x to z in a time smaller than ω(|x − z|) with ω a modulus, there is a critical solution χ with modulus of continuity Cω. This includes symmetric control systems whose vector fields are Lie-bracket-generating of order k, and then ω(r) = Cr^{1/k} and χ is Hölder continuous (Example 2, p. 43 of [5]). In this case the Hamiltonian is (1) with b ≡ 0, so it is bounded from below and coercive in the directions of the fields, it is sometimes called pseudo-coercive. See also [20, 45] for similar results in Carnot groups, [35] and [23], respectively, for vakonomic mechanics and for sub-Riemannian structures on the torus.

In [40] a critical solution χ is constructed as the uniform limit of w_δ (x) − min_Tn w_δ as δ → 0+. The two uniform limits

(9) lim_{t→+∞} ( w(x, t) − λ̄t ) = χ(x) , lim_{δ→0+} ( w_δ (x) − λ̄ δ ) = χ̃(x) , where χ̃ is also critical, improve strictly (3) and (5) by giving an explicit connection between λ̄ and critical solutions. They are both the subject of a large literature that we do not try to review here. Note that the former says that in the long time any solution of the evolutive HJ equation (6) tends to the profile χ moving up or down with velocity λ̄. Some relevant references about it are Fathi [30, 31], Roquejoffre [41], and Barles and Souganidis [17] in the coercive case under different conditions, and Cannarsa and Mendico [23] in the pseudo-coercive case. For the latter limit in (9) the main result was proved in [27].

3. Weak KAM theory also studies in depth the properties of the Lax-Oleinik semigroup on continuous functions ϕ

(10) T_tϕ(x) := inf_{z∈Tn} {h_t(z, x) + ϕ(z)}

where h_t is the minimal action of the Lagrangian L conjugate to H

h_t(z, x) := inf {∫_t 0 L(y(s), ẏ(s)) ds : y(0) = z , y(t) = x } . Another characterization of the critical value is the existence of a common fixed point χ for T_t −λ̄t for all t > 0, see Fathi [31, 32, 33] for the classical Tonelli setting, Cannarsa and Mendico [23] for the sub-Riemannian case, and the references therein. The function χ is called weak KAM solution and it is also a critical solution. A crucial step for these results, as well as for the first limit in (9), is an equicontinuity estimate on the functions h_t.

4. Homogenization problems concern HJ equations with highly oscillating Hamiltonian

(11) ∂_tv^ϵ + H ( z, z ϵ , D_zv^ϵ ) = 0 , (z, t) ∈ R^n × (0, T ), aiming at finding a limit to the solutions v^ϵ as ϵ → 0+. Lions, Papanicolaou and Varadhan [40] showed, for coercive Hamiltonians Z^n-periodic in the second entry, that the limit of v^ϵ satisfies the HJ equation

(12) ∂_tv + H̄(z, D_zv) = 0 in R^n × (0, T ),

where the effective Hamiltonian H̄(z, P ) is the critical value associated to the Hamiltonian H(z, x, p+ P ) with z and P frozen. Among the many papers on the subject let us mention Evans [28], who introduced the perturbed test function method that considerably simplified the proofs, and some papers for non-coercive Hamiltonians [20, 15, 45, 5, 13, 25, 42, 46], see also the references therein.

Now we turn to Hamiltonians of the form (1). We will treat two cases: (i) the control set A bounded, so that H has at most linear growth in p at infinity, (ii) A = R^m and (13) L(x, a) = a^T G(x)a + l(x), where G(x) is positive definite and has an inverse with Lipschitz square root τ(x). Then the Hamiltonian is quadratic in p

(14) H(x, p) = b(x) · p + 1 2 |σ(x)p|^2 − l(x), σ(x) := (F τ)^T (x). In this Introduction we’ll focus on case (ii). It was studied by Agrachev and Lee [1] on general compact manifold without boundary M. They have two main results. The first assumes the family of vector fields {f^1, ..., f^m} be 3-generating, namely, for each x ∈ M, f^i(x) and the Lie brackets up to order 2, [f^i, f^j ](x) and [f^k, [f^i, f^j ]](x), span the tangent space to M (R^m in our case). Then the minimal action h_t is continuous, and in this case they can develop a weak KAM theory as in points 1, 2, and 3 above. The second main result of [1] is, for any k ≥ 4, an example of a simple explicit family of two vector fields in two dimensions that is k-generating and such that h_t is discontinuous. Hence some crucial estimates of classical weak KAM theory fail and new methods appear to be necessary.

The goal of the present paper is to go beyond this difficulty for general families of fields f^i with the bracket generation condition, without restrictions on the order. We give results on all asymptotic properties described above, sometimes in a weaker form within the theory of discontinuous viscosity solutions. To our knowledge this is the first time such theory is used for weak KAM problems.

In Section 3 we prove the existence of the critical value λ̄ and its approximation by the ergodic limits (3) and (5), via the bounded-time controllability of the associated control system

(15) ẏ(t) = −b(y(t)) − m∑ i=0 α_i(t)f^i(y(t)), t > 0, with controls α(·) taking values in a sufficiently large set of R^m . This is proved in Sect. 2.2 by geometric control methods, in particular using a result of Brunovsky and Lobry [21]. Other useful tools throughout the paper, presented in Sect. 2.1, are comparison principles between viscosity sub- and supersolutions, that are not standard for the quadratic non-coercive Hamiltonian (14) and are adapted from [16, 9, 11].

Section 4 is devoted to several results of weak KAM type. In Section 4.1 we show that the critical equation (8) has an u.s.c. subsolution, a l.s.c. supersolution, and not-necessarily-continuous solutions. For various definitions of possibly discontinuous viscosity solutions see Sect. 4.1 and the survey in Chapt. V of [10].

Section 4.2 provides some weakened versions of the limits (9) in terms of relaxed semilimits. The main result on the long-time behavior of solutions to the evolutive equation (6) is that

v_#(x) := lim inf t→+∞,y→x ( w(y, t) − λ̄t )

is a lsc-solution, or bilateral supersolution, of (8), namely, λ̄ + H(x, p) = 0 ∀ p ∈ D^−v_#(x) ∀ x ∈ R^n , where D^− denotes the usual sub-differential of a lsc function.

In Section 4.3 we consider the Hamilton-Jacobi semigroup

T_tϕ(x) := inf_{α∈A} {∫_t 0 L(y(s), α(s)) ds + ϕ(y(t)) : y(·) solves (15), y(0) = x }

which is a forward variant of the Lax-Oleinik semigroup (10). We study the existence of weak KAM solutions, i.e., fixed points of T_t − λ̄t, and their connection to the critical equation. The main result is the existence of a function χ such that χ(x) + λ̄t = T_tχ(x) ∀x ∈ R^n , ∀t ≥ 0, the usc envelope χ^∗ is a subsolution of (8), and the lsc envelope χ_∗ is a bilateral supersolution of (8).

Section 5 is an application of the results on the critical value in Section 3 to the periodic homogenization of stationary, discounted HJ equations as well as of evolutive equations. We use the methods of [28, 2, 3, 5] to prove the uniform convergence of solutions of (11) to the solution of (12) satisfying suitable initial data, where H̄ is the critical value of an auxiliary Hamiltonian with parameters.

In this paper we dot treat the Aubry-Mather theory that completes the weak KAM theory in the classical cases [32, 33] and recently extended to the sub-Riemannian setting in [23]. It is a possible natural continuation of the present research. Another one is dropping the compactness of the state space and considering problems in all R^n without periodicity. Several classical results were extended in that direction, see, e.g., the recent papers [38, 22, 12] and the references therein.

Acknowledgements. This research originates from the joint work with Sarah Balbinot for her Master thesis [9], some results of Sections 2, 3, and 5 appeared in it.

2. Basic assumptions and preliminary results We consider Hamiltonians of the form

(16) H(x, p) = b(x) · p + sup_{a∈A} {_m ∑ i=1 a_if^i(x) · p − L(x, a) } , where A ⊆ R^m , a = (a_1, ..., a_m), under the standing assumptions that b, f^i : R^n → R^n , i = 1, ..., m, are Lipschitz and Z^n-periodic, i.e., b(x + k) = b(x), f^i(x + k) = f^i(x), ∀k ∈ Z^n, and L : R^n × Ā → R is continuous and Z^n-periodic in x. We will denote with M_{l,k} the l × k real matrices and with M^T the transpose of a matrix M. We also call F (x) ∈ M_{n,m} the matrix whose columns are the vector fields f^i, i.e., (17) F (x)_{ji} = f^i_j (x), j = 1, ..., n, i = 1, ..., m, so that the summation in the definition of H can be written p · F (x)a. We will treat two cases: (i) A bounded, (ii) A = R^m and (18) L(x, a) = a^T G(x)a + l(x), where G(x) is a positive definite m × m symmetric matrix, and its inverse matrix has Lipschitz square root, Z^n-periodic, (19) G^{−1}(x) = τ(x)τ^T (x), τ : R^n → M_{m,m} Lipschitz. Since G^{−1} is positive definite, the sup in the definition of H is a max, attained at a = −G^{−1}F^T p, and then H(x, p) = b(x) · p + 1 2 p^T F G^{−1}F^T p − l(x) which can rewritten as (20) H(x, p) = b(x) · p + 1 2 |σ(x)p|^2 − l(x), where (21) σ(x) := (F τ)^T (x) is Lipschitz, l is continuous and both are periodic. The Hamiltonian (16) is associated to control problems with running cost, or Lagrangian, L(x, a), and trajectories driven by the affine system (22) ẏ(t) = −b(y(t)) − F (y(t))α(t) = −b(y(t)) − m∑ i=0 α_i(t)f^i(y(t)), t > 0, with control functions α(·) ∈ A := L^∞([0, T ], A).

In the rest of the paper, when we refer to ”the case A = R^m ” we mean that also (18), (19), (20), and (21) hold true.

Notations. We say that a function ϕ : X → R, X ⊆ R^k , is in B(X) or, respectively, BC(X), BLSC(X), BUSC(X), BUC(X), if is bounded or, respectively, bounded and continuous, bounded and lower semicontinuous (briefly, lsc), bounded and upper semicontinuous (briefly, usc), bounded and uniformly continuous.

2.1. Comparison principles. We say that a Hamiltonian H satisfies the comparison principle if, for all δ > 0, any subsolution u ∈ BUSC(R^n ) and supersolution v ∈ BUSC(R^n ) of δw + H(x, Dw) = 0 in R^n verify u ≤ v in R^n .

This property is well known for H defined by (16) in the case of linear growth, i.e., A bounded, see, e.g., [14, 10]. For the quadratic case it requires some additional tricks introduced in [16, 14]. Theorem 2.1. Assume H is given by (20) with b, σ Lipschitz and bounded and l ∈ BC(R^n ). Then the comparison principle holds.

Proof. It is obtained by adapting with standard methods the proof of Thm. 11 in [16] or the proof of Thm. 3.5 in [11], see also Thm. 1.1.5 in [9]. □ Next we state the comparison principle for the evolutive HJ equation (23) ∂_tw + H(x, Dw) = 0, (x, t) ∈ R^n × (0, T ). Theorem 2.2. Assume H is given either by (16) with A bounded or by (20) with with b, σ Lipschitz and bounded and l ∈ BC(R^n ). Let u ∈ BUSC(R^n ×[0, T ]), v ∈ BLSC(R^n ×[0, T ]) be, respectively, a sub- and a supersolution of (23). Then sup R^n×[0,T ] (u − v) ≤ sup_{Rn} (u − v)(·, 0). Proof. The case of A bounded is well-known [14, 10]. For the quadratic Hamiltonian (20) with b ≡ 0 the result follows immediately from Thm. 3.5 in [11]. The proof can be adapted to the case b ≠ 0 by standard methods, see Thm. 1.1.2 in [9] for the details. □ 2.2. Bounded-time controllability of affine control systems. We consider the system (22) and denote with y_x(·, α) the trajectory starting at x, i.e., with y_x(0, α) = x. We will also denote with B(x, R) the open ball in R^n with center x and radius R, and B_m(R) := {a ∈ R^m : |a| < R}. Define the time taken by the system to join two points as t^♯(x_1, x_2) := inf{t ≥ 0 | ∃α ∈ A such that y_{x1} (t, α) − x_2 ∈ Z^n}, which is +∞ if there is no trajectory joining the points. If t^♯ is finite for all pairs of points the system is called completely controllable in [26].

Our main assumption is the strong Lie bracket generation condition: (SBG)

the vector fields f_1, ..., f_m and their commutators of any order span R^m at each point of R^m . The next complete controllability result is obtained from Prop. III.8 in the paper [21] by Brunovski and Lobry in the special case of state space the flat torus T^n = R^n /Z^n, which is compact with the norm |x_1 − x_2|_T := inf_{k∈Z}n |x_1 − x_2 + k|.

Proposition 2.3. (Brunovski and Lobry) Assume (SBG). Then there exists K > 0 such that, if A ⊇ B_m(K), then t^♯(x_1, x_2) < +∞ for all x_1, x_2.

We will also need an estimate on t^♯. Following the terminology of [5] we say that the system (22) is bounded-time controllable on T^n if (BTC) there exists S > 0 such that t^♯(x_1, x_2) ≤ S for all x_1, x_2 ∈ R^n . This property is also called uniform exact controllability in [6] and total controllability in [8].

The next result follows from Krener’s theorem stating the local accessibility of (22) under a weak bracket generation condition (implied by (SBG)), see Thm. A.4.4 in [26]. Proposition 2.4. Assume (SBG). Then for all x̄, the set {x | ∃ 0 < t ≤ 1, α ∈ A such that y_x(t, α) = x̄} has non-empty interior.

The next lemma combines the two previous propositions and it will be crucial for proving the bounded-time controllability of (22).

Lemma 2.5. Assume (SBG) and A ⊇ B_m(K). Then for any x̄ there exists C(x̄) such that (24) t^♯(x, x̄) ≤ C(x̄) ∀ x.

Proof. By Thm. 2.4 there exist x_1 and r_1 > 0 such that for all z ∈ B(x_1, r_1) there is a control α_z and t ∈ (0, 1] satisfying (25) y_z(t, α_z) = x̄.

On the other hand, for any x, Thm. 2.3 provides a control α and T > 0 such that y_x(T, α) = x_1.

Note that α and T depend on x and x_1, and x_1 depends only on x̄, so we will write α = α_{x,x̄} and T = T (x, x̄). Now we use the continuous dependence on the initial position of the solution of (22) with fixed control α_{x,x̄} and get r_2 = r_2(x, x̄) such that y_w(T, α_{x,x̄}) ∈ B(x_1, r_1) ∀ w ∈ B(x, r_2). Next we take the concatenation ᾱ of the controls α_{x,x̄} until time T (x, x̄) and α_z(· − T ), with z = y_w(T, α_{x,x̄}), and obtain y_w(T + t, ᾱ) = y_z(t, α_z ) = x̄, ∀ w ∈ B(x, r_2), by (25) and using that z ∈ B(x_1, r_1).

Now we use the compactness of T^n to extract a finite number of point x_j , j = 1, ..., , N such that the balls B(x_j , r_2(x_j , x̄)) cover the unit cube. Then, for any y ∈ T^n there is k such that y ∈ B(x_k , r_2(x_k , x̄)) and so t^♯(y, x̄) ≤ T (x_k, x̄) + t ≤ max_j T (x_j , x̄) + 1 =: C(x̄). □ The next is the main result of this section.

Theorem 2.6. Assume (SBG) and A ⊇ B_m(K). Then the system (22) has the bounded-time controllability property (BTC). Proof. Consider the system

ẏ(t) = b(y(t)) + m∑ i=0 α_i(t)f_i(y(t)), t > 0, whose trajectories are the trajectories of (22) run backward. This system also satisfies the bracket condition (SBG). Then we can apply Lemma 2.5 to it and get, for any x̄, t^♯(x̄, x) ≤ C(x̄) ∀ x. Combining this estimate with (24) we obtain, for any x_1, x_2 t^♯(x_1, x_2) ≤ t^♯(x_1, 0) + t^♯(0, x_2) ≤ 2C(0), which proves the claim. □

3. The critical value: existence and approximation The critical equation for a Hamiltonian H is (26) λ + H(x, Du) = 0 where the unknowns are λ ∈ R, called critical value, and a periodic function u, called critical solution, or corrector. The candidate critical values are λ_1 := sup{λ : ∃ a subsolution in BUSC(R^n ) of (26)}, λ_2 := inf{λ : ∃ a supersolution in BLSC(R^n ) of (26)}.

The next lemma is well-known, see [40, 7, 3, 5].

Lemma 3.1. If H satisfies the comparison principle, then λ_1 ≤ λ_2.

The next is the main result of the present Section 3. It identifies the critical value and approximates it by solutions of the stationary discounted HJ equation (27) δw_δ + H(x, Dw_δ ) = 0 in R^n .

In the terminology of [3, 5] it says that the Hamiltonian H is ergodic. It gives enough informations for the applications to homogenization of Section 5. However it can be made more precise and more similar to weak KAM theorems, see the next Section 4.

The statement and proof involve the auxiliary ”truncated” Hamiltonian H_K (x, p) := b(x) · p + sup_{a∈Bm(K)} {p · F (x)a − L(x, a)} where K is the constant appearing in Thm. 2.3 and the data b, F, and L satisfy the assumptions of Section 2.

Proposition 3.2. Let H be any continuous Hamiltonian satisfying the comparison principle, |H(x, 0)| ≤ C for all x, and H(x, p) ≥ H_K (x, p) for all x, p. Assume the vector fields f^1, ..., f^m satisfy (SBG) and, for each δ > 0, w_δ solves (27). Then λ_1 = λ_2 =: λ̄ and lim_{δ→0} δw_δ (x) = λ̄ uniformly in R^n .

Proof. Since w_δ are subsolutions of w_δ + H_K (x, Dw_δ ) = 0, they satisfy a suboptimality principle [10](Thm. III.2.32), namely, for all τ > 0 w_δ (x) ≤ inf_{α∈AK} {∫_τ 0 e^{−tδ}L(y_x(t, α), α(t)) dt + e^{−τ δ}w_δ (y_x(τ, α)) } , where A_K denotes the measurable functions of time taking values in B_m(K). We fix x, x̄ and use the property (BTC) from Thm. 2.6 to find α ∈ A_K and t̄ ≤ 2t^♯(x, x̄) such that y_x(t̄, α) − x̄ ∈ Z^n. Call C_L := max_Rn_{×Bm(K)} |L|. Then, taking τ = t̄, w_δ (x) − e^{−t̄δ}w_δ (x̄) ≤ C_L δ (1 − e^{−δ2S)}). The condition |H(x, 0)| ≤ C implies that −C/δ and C/δ are, respectively, a sub and a supersolution of (27). Then the comparison principle gives −C/δ ≤ w_δ (x) ≤ C/δ ∀ x and δw_δ (x) − δw_δ (x̄) ≤ (C_L + C)(1 − e^{−δ2S} ) ∀ x, x̄. By exchanging the roles of x and x̄ we obtain (28) |δw_δ (x) − δw_δ (x̄)| ≤ O(δ) ∀ x, x̄. Now we fix x̄ and extract a sequence δ_k → 0 such that δ_kw_{δk} (x̄) → μ ∈ R. Then (28) implies the uniform convergence of δ_kw_{δk} to μ.

In order to show that the limit is unique we take λ < μ and an index k such that λ < δ_kw_{δk} (x) for all x. Then w_{δk} is a subsolution of (26) and so λ ≤ λ_1. This gives μ ≤ λ_1. A symmetric argument with supersolutions gives μ ≥ λ_2, which combined with Lemma 3 completes the proof. □ Corollary 3.3. For H defined by (16) and under the assumptions of Section 2, suppose either that A ⊇ B_m(K) is bounded, or that A = R^m and L(x, a) = a^T G(x)a + l(x) with G and l as in Section 2. Suppose the vector fields f^1, ..., f^m satisfy (SBG) and w_δ solves (27). Then the conclusions of Prop. 3.2 hold true.

Proof. The assumptions of Prop. 3.2 are easily checked if A is bounded. In the case of quadratic L the comparison principle is Thm. 2.2 and H(x, 0) = −l(x) which is bounded, so again Prop. 3.2 gives the conclusion. □ Remark 3.4. Note that Proposition 3.2 applies also to Hamiltonians not necessarily of the form (16) and possibly also non-convex in p.

Next we approximate the critical value by the long time limit of the solution of the evolutive H-J equation (23). This is a result of Abelian-Tauberian type similar to Thm. 5 in [6] and Thm. 3 in [3].

Proposition 3.5. Assume the same conditions of Cor. 3.3 and w(x, t) solution of the Cauchy problem (29) ∂_tw + H(x, D_xw) = 0, (x, t) ∈ R^n × (0, +∞), w(·, 0) = w_o, with w_o ∈ C(R^n ) and Z^n-periodic. Then lim t→+∞ w(x, t) t = λ̄ = λ_1 = λ_2 uniformly in x.

Proof. Let μ ∈ R be such that there is a subsolution v ∈ BUSC(R^n ) of μ + H(x, Dv) ≤ 0. By subtracting a constant it is not restrictive to assume v ≤ w_o. Then v + μt is a subsolution of the Cauchy problem 29 . The comparison principle for such problem is standard for A bounded and it is Thm. 2.2 for the quadratic case. Then v(x) + μt ≤ w(x, t) for all x. We divide by t, send t to +∞ and take the sup over μ to get

lim inf t→+∞ min_x w(x, t) t ≥ λ_1. In a similar way we get lim sup t→+∞ max_x w(x, t) t ≤ λ_2 and the conclusion follows from Prop. 3.2. □

4. Weak KAM theorems In all this section we consider the critical equation (26) for the Hamiltonian defined by (1) (equivalently, by (16)), under the assumptions of Corollary 3.3, namely,

• b, f^i are Lipschitz and Z^n-periodic, the columns f^i of F verify the bracket condition (SBG); • either (i) A is bounded and A ⊇ B_m(K), • or (ii) A = R^m , L is given by (18) with G satifying (19).

In the case (ii) the critical equation (26) can be written as

(30) λ + b(x) · Du + 1 2 |σ(x)Du|^2 = l(x) in R^n , with σ given by (21).

4.1. Existence of a critical solution. We recall two definition of viscosity solution valid for not necessarily continuous functions, the first due to Ishii [37] and the second to Barron and Jensen [18], see also [34]. A survey is in [10], Sections V.2 and V.5, respectively.

Definitions. A locally bounded function u is a non-continuous viscosity solution of a PDE in an open set if its upper semicontinuous envelope u^∗(x) := lim sup_{y→x} u(y) is a viscosity subsolution and its lower semicontinuous envelope u_∗(x) := lim inf_{y→x} u(y) is a viscosity supersolution.

A function u ∈ LSC(Ω) is a lower semicontinuous viscosity solution, briefly, lsc-solution, or bilateral supersolution of F (x, u, Du) = 0 in Ω open set, if F (x, u(x), p) = 0 for all p ∈ D^−u(x) and x ∈ Ω, where D^−u(x) is the subdifferential of u at x. In other words, u is a viscosity supersolution of both F = 0 and −F (x, u, Du) = 0.

Theorem 4.1. Under the standing assumptions of this section λ̄ = max{λ : ∃ a subsolution in BUSC(R^n ) of (26)}, = min{λ : ∃ a supersolution in BLSC(R^n ) of (26)},

(31)

and so λ = λ̄ it the unique constant such that the critical equation (26) has both a sub- and a supersolution.

Moreover, for λ = λ̄ the equation has a non-continuous viscosity solution and a lsc-solution.

Remark 4.2. In Section 4.3 we prove that there exists also a function χ ∈ B(R^n ) such that χ is a non-continuous viscosity solution and χ_∗ is a lsc-solution of (26).

Proof. Define v_δ(x) := w_δ (x)−w_δ (0), where w_δ solves (27). By the estimate (28) we have |v_δ(x)| ≤ C̄ for all x. Moreover v_δ solves

(32) δv_δ + δw_δ (0) + H(x, Dv_δ ) = 0.

Note that δv_δ → 0 as δ → 0 and δw_δ (0) → λ̄ by Cor. 3.3. Consider the relaxed semilimits v̄(x) := lim sup δ→0,y→x v_δ (y), v(x) := lim inf_{δ→0,y→x} v_δ(y) .

By the well-known stability properties of viscosity semi-solutions we get λ̄ + H(x, Dv̄) ≤ 0, λ̄ + H(x, Dv) ≥ 0, and so the sup and inf in the definitions of λ_1 and λ_2 are attained, which proves (31).

The existence of a non-continuous solution is proved by the Perron-Ishii method [37]. Observe that |v̄(x)|, |v(x)| ≤ C̄ for all x, and so v̄ − 2C̄ ≤ v. Since v̄ − 2C̄ is a subsolutions of (26) and v is a supersolution, by Thm. V.2.14 in [10] we get that u(x) := sup{v(x) : v̄ − 2C̄ ≤ v ≤ v , v^∗ subsolution of (26)} is a non-continuous solution of (26).

To prove the existence of a lsc-solution we claim that v_δ is also a bilateral supersolution of (32). Then the semilimit v ∈ BLSC(R^n ) satisfies also −λ̄ − H(x, Dv) ≥ 0, which is what we want. To prove the claim we recall that v_δ is the value function of an optimal control problem v_δ (x) = inf_{α∈A} ∫_∞ 0 e^{−tδ} (L(y_x(t, α), α(t)) − δw_δ (0)) dt . Then v_δ satisfies a backward dynamic programming principle, see Prop. III.2.25 in [10], which implies the claim, as in Cor. III.2.28 of [10]. □ Remark 4.3. If b ≡ 0 then there is a continuous solution of (26) with λ = λ̄, provided that A contains a neighbourhood of 0, even smaller than B_m(K). In fact, in this case the system (22) is symmetric and by (SBG) it is small time controllable everywhere. This means that (BTC) is strengthened to the existence of a modulus ω such that t^#(x_1, x_2) ≤ ω(|x_1 − x_2|_T ) ∀ x_1, x_2 ∈ R^n .

Then in the proof of Prop. 3.2 the estimate (28) is improved to |δw_δ (x) − δw_δ (x̄)| ≤ O(δ)ω(|x − x̄|_T ). This implies that w_δ are equicontinuous, and therefore so are v_δ in the proof of Thm. 4.1. Then by Ascoli-Arzela there is a sequence v_{δj} converging uniformly to a continuous v, which solves the critical equation by the stability properties of viscosity solutions. In the case of A bounded this was proved in Rmk. 6.2 and Example 2, p. 43 of [5].

4.2. Asymptotic behaviour of solutions to HJ equations. The proof of Theorem 4.1 constructs critical sub- and supersolutions from the solution of the discounted equation (27). The next results gives a more explicit connection among the critical value, critical sub- and supersolutions, and the approximating equations (27) as well as the evolutive HJ equation (29). We recall that in classical weak KAM theory for coercive Hamiltonians the limits (9) exist uniformly, and they produce critical solutions, i.e., they solve the critical equation (33) λ̄ + H(x, Du) = 0 in R^n , which for the case (ii), A = R^m , becomes

(34) λ̄ + b(x) · Du + 1 2 |σ(x)Du|^2 = l(x) in R^n .

In the current context we do not expect such a result because continuous critical solutions may not exist. We can prove the following weaker result.

Theorem 4.4. Under the assumptions of Thm. 4.1, the semilimits of solutions of the discounted equation (27),

(35) w̄(x) := lim sup_{δ→0,y→x} ( w_δ (y) − λ̄ δ ) and w(x) := lim inf δ→0,y→x ( w_δ (y) − λ̄ δ ) , are, respectively, a bounded sub- and supersolution of the critical equation (33).

The same conclusion holds for the semilimits of solutions of the evolutive equation (29),

(36) v^#(x) := lim sup t→+∞,y→x ( w(y, t) − λ̄t ) and v_#(x) := lim inf t→+∞,y→x ( w(y, t) − λ̄t ) . Moreover, w and v_# are lsc-solutions of (33).

Proof. Define u_δ(x) := w_δ (x) − λ̄/δ and observe that it solves

(37) δu_δ + λ̄ + H(x, Du_δ) = 0.

We know from Cor. 3.3 that δu_δ → 0 as δ → 0. We claim that the family u_δ is equibounded. Consider the sub- and supersolutions v̄ and v found in Thm. 4.1 and a constant C such that v̄ − C ≤ 0, v + C ≥ 0. Then v̄ − C and v + C are, respectively, a sub- and a supersolution of (37). By the comparison principle Thm. 2.1 we get v̄ − C ≤ u_δ ≤ v + C, and then, for some C̄, |u_δ(x)| ≤ C̄ for all x and δ > 0. Therefore the semilimits w̄ and w of u_δ are bounded and so they are, respectively, a sub- and a supersolution of (34), by applying the stability property of viscosity solutions to equation (37).

Moreover, as in the previous proof, u_δ is the value function of an infinite horizon optimal control problem, so it satisfies a backward dynamic principle and it is a bilateral supersolution of (37). Then the semilimit w̄ solves also −λ̄ − H(x, Dw) ≥ 0.

For the second statement define z_η(x, t) := w(x, ηt) − λ̄ηt, where w solves (29), and note that it solves

(38) 1 η ∂_tz_η + λ̄ + H(x, Dz_η) = 0, (x, t) ∈ R^n × (0, +∞). To prove the equiboundedness of z_η, consider again v̄ and v as above and pick a constant C such that v̄ − C ≤ w_o and v + C ≥ w_o. Then v̄ − C + λ̄t and v + C + λ̄t are, respectively, a sub- and a supersolution of the Cauchy problem (29), so the comparison principle Thm. 2.2 gives v̄(x) − C + λ̄t ≤ w(x, t) ≤ v(x) + C + λ̄t. Therefore there is C̄ such that |z_η(x, t)| ≤ C̄ for all (x, t) ∈ R^n × [0, +∞) and η > 0. This implies the boundedness of the semilimits

z̄(x, t) := lim sup η→+∞,y→x,s→t z_η(y, s) and z(x, t) := lim inf η→+∞,y→x,s→t z_η(y, s). Now the stability property of viscosity solutions for equation (38) as η → +∞ gives that, for t > 0, z̄(x, t) and z(x, t) are a sub- and a supersolution of (33). Finally we observe that, for all t > 0, z̄(x, t) = v^#(x) and z(x, t) = v_#(x), which gives the conclusion.

It remains to prove that v_# satisfies also −λ̄ − H(x, Dv_#) ≥ 0. Since z_η is the value function of a finite horizon control problem, it satisfies a backward DPP as in Prop. III.3.20 of [10]. Then it is a bilateral supersolution of (38), by Thm. III.3.22 of [10]. Therefore its lower semilimit v_# verifies the desired inequality. □

Remark 4.5. Note that our result on the long-time limits (36) is weaker that Theorem 9.14 of [23] for the pseudo-coercive case without drift, based on equicontinuity estimates that we do not have in our framework. That result states the uniform convergence of v(·, t) − λ̄t to a critical solution, where v is the solution of the Cauchy problem generated by the Lax-Oleinik semigroup. This is not known to be unique in their framework, see Rmk. 9.16 of [23]. For our quadratic Lagrangian and b ≡ 0 we can combine their result and our uniqueness Theorem 2.2 to obtain the uniform convergence of w(·, t) − λ̄t to a critical solution.

4.3. Fixed points of the Hamilton-Jacobi semigroup. For any bounded function ϕ ∈ B(R^n ) define the value function of the optimal control problem with finite horizon t ≥ 0 and terminal cost ϕ

(39) T_tϕ(x) := inf_{α∈A} {∫_t 0 L(y_x(s, α), α(s)) ds + ϕ(y_x(t, α)) }

where y_x(·, α) is the trajectory of (22) with y_x(0, α) = x. Note that T_tϕ ∈ B(R^n ), because L is bounded from above for any fixed control, and it is bounded from below. If ϕ is continuous, w(x, t) = T_tϕ(x) is also the unique viscosity solution of the Cauchy problem (40) ∂_tw + H(x, D_xw) = 0, in R^n × (0, +∞), w(·, 0) = ϕ, by Thm. (2.2). The basic properties of T_t : B(R^n ) → B(R^n ) that we need are collected in the next proposition.

Proposition 4.6. 1) For all ϕ ∈ B(R^n ) and c ∈ R, T_t(ϕ + c) = T_tϕ + c ; 2) ϕ ≤ ψ implies T_tϕ ≤ T_tψ for all t ≥ 0 ;

3) T_t has the semigroup property, i.e., T_t(T_sϕ) = T_{t+s}ϕ for all ϕ ∈ B(R^n ) .

Proof. Properties 1) and 2) are immediate consequences of the definition. Property 3) expresses the Dynamic Programming Principle for the finite horizon control problem, see, e.g., Prop. III.3.2 in [10]. □

Remark 4.7. In the classical weak KAM theory the semigroup is defined with exchanged roles of the initial and the terminal conditions of the trajectories, and it is called Lax-Oleinik semigroup [30, 32, 33]. As remarked in Sect. 7.1 of [23], that definition has a backward character, whereas (39) is forward in time and fits better the current context.

As in the classical weak KAM theory we are interested in finding a fixed point χ of the semigroup T_t − λ̄t, which is usually called a weak KAM solution. This means (41) χ(x) + λ̄t = T_tχ(x) ∀ x ∈ R^n , ∀ t ≥ 0. Note that any weak KAM solution is also a critical solution, i.e., χ is a non-continuous solution of (33) and χ_∗ is a lsc-solution of (33), by applying the Dynamic Programming Principle.

The next result says that the converse is also true in two particular cases, i.e., any critical solution, such as those found in Theorems 4.1 and 4.4, is also a weak KAM solution.

Proposition 4.8. (i) If the control set A is bounded, then any lsc-solution χ ∈ BLSC(R^n ) of λ̄ + H(x, Dχ) = 0 satisfies also χ(x) + λ̄t = (T_tχ)_∗(x) ∀x ∈ R^n , ∀t ≥ 0. (ii) If A = R^m and χ ∈ BC(R^n ) is a continuous solution of λ̄ + H(x, Dχ) = 0, then it satisfies (41).

Proof. Both statements use that the function χ(x)+λ̄t solves the Cauchy problem (40) with initial data ϕ = χ.

In case (ii), χ(x) + λ̄t and T_tχ are continuous in R^n × [0, +∞) and attain continuously the initial data. Then we get the equality from the Comparison Theorem 2.2.

For case (i), it is known from [19] that w(·, t) = (T_tχ)_∗ is a lsc-solution of (40) with ϕ = χ and the additional property that (w_{|{t>0}})_∗(x, 0) = χ(x), see also [10]. Then the equality (41) follows from the uniqueness theorem for lsc-solution holding under the assumption |H(x, p) − H(z, p)| ≤ C|x − y||p| + ω(|x − y|), where ω is a modulus, see [18, 10]. □

Remark 4.9. If b ≡ 0 there is a continuous critical solution χ by Rmk. 4.3. Then (ii) of the last proposition applies in this case.

In the general case we can prove the existence of at least one fixed point of the semigroup, and that it is also a critical solution.

Theorem 4.10. Assume H is defined by (20). Then there exists χ ∈ B(R^n ) satisfying (41). Moreover χ is a non-continuous viscosity solution of the critical equation (34) and χ_∗ is a lscsolution of (34).

Proof. Consider the functions w ≤ w̄ found in Thm. 4.4. Let us first observe that a bilateral supersolution of the critical equation (34), such as w, satisfies a sub-optimality principle, namely,

(42) w(x) ≤ inf_{α∈A} {∫_t 0 ( L(y_x(s, α), α(s)) − λ̄ ) ds + w(y_x(t, α)) } = T_tw(x) − λ̄t ∀t ≥ 0 , by Theorem 3.2 of [43]. In the jargon of weak KAM theory this says that w is dominated by L−λ̄.

The candidate χ is the long-time limit of T_tw−λ̄t. We claim that this function is non-decreasing in t. By the inequality (42) and the properties of the semigroup in Prop. 4.6 we have T_tw(x) − λ̄t ≤ T_t(T_sw − λ̄s)(x) − λ̄t = T_{t+s}w(x) − λ̄(t + s) , for all s > 0, which gives the claim. To find a bound from above we observe that w + λ̄t + C is a supersolution of the Cauchy problem (40) with initial data ϕ = w̄, for C large enough, whereas T_tw̄(x) is a subsolution. Then property 2) of Proposition 4.6 and the Comparison Principle Thm. 2.2 give T_tw(x) ≤ T_tw̄(x) ≤ C̄ + λ̄t ∀ x, t > 0. Therefore

(43) lim_{t→+∞} ( T_tw(x) − λ̄t ) = sup_{t≥0} ( T_tw(x) − λ̄t ) =: χ(x)

defines a function χ ∈ B(R^n ). Then the properties of the semigroup in Prop. 4.6 imply T_tχ(x) − λ̄t = T_t ( sup_{s≥0} ( T_sw − λ̄s ) ) (x) − λ̄t = sup_{s≥0} T_t ( T_sw − λ̄s ) (x) − λ̄t = sup_{s≥0} ( T_{t+s}w(x) − λ̄(s + t) ) = χ(x) for all t > 0, which is the desired fixed point property (41).

For the last statements we observe that the fixed point equation (41) is a sub- and a superoptimality principle for a control problem with running cost L − λ̄. Then it is well known that the upper and lower envelopes of χ are, respectively, a sub- and a supersolution of (30), see, e.g., Thm. V.2.6 in [10]. Moreover, the suboptimality principle χ(x) ≤ inf_{α∈A} {∫_t 0 ( L(y_x(s, α), α(s)) − λ̄ ) ds + χ(y_x(t, α)) } , ∀t ≥ 0 , implies the backward Dynamic Programming principle χ(x) ≥ χ(y_x(−t, α)) − ∫_t 0 ( L(y_x(−s, α), α(−s)) − λ̄ ) ds, ∀t ≥ 0 , for all α : (−∞, 0] → A measurable and x ∈ R^n , as in Lemma V.5.4 of [10]. Then χ_∗ is also a supersolution of −λ̄ − H(x, Dχ_∗) = 0, as in Prop. V.5.2 of [10]. □

5. Application to periodic homogenization

In this section we consider the problem of the convergence as ϵ → 0+ of the solutions of the equation

(44) v^ϵ + 1 2 | | |σ ( z ϵ ) D_zv^ε | | |^2 + f (z ϵ ) · D_zv^ϵ = g ( z, z ϵ ) , z ∈ R^n and of its evolutive counterpart, where σ is as in Section 2 with the vector field F satisfying the bracket condition (SBG), f : R^n → R^n is Z^n-periodic and Lipschitz, and g ∈ BUC(R^n × R^n ) is periodic in the second variable. The existence, for each ϵ > 0, of a bounded viscosity solution v^ϵ follows form standard method (e.g., Perron-Ishii, or representation as value function of an infinite horizon discounted control problem), and uniqueness comes from Thm. 2.1.

We want to find an effective Hamiltonian H̄ such that the limit of v^ϵ(z) satisfies v + H̄(z, D_zv) = 0. To guess who H̄ can be we make the formal expansion v^ϵ(z) = v(z) + ϵu(^z_ϵ ) + l.o.t. and plug it into the equation to get v + 1 2 |σ ( z ϵ ) (Dv + Du (z ϵ ) )|^2 + f (z ϵ ) · (Dv + Du (z ϵ ) ) = g ( z, z ϵ ) + l.o.t..

This suggests to freeze z and P = Dv(z), set x = z/ϵ, and consider H̄(z, P ) = −λ̄, where λ̄ and u(x) solve the cell problem

λ̄ + 1 2 |σ(x)(P + Du)|^2 + f(x) · (P + Du) = g(z, x) x ∈ R^n . This becomes the critical equation (34), with parameters z and P , once we set (45) b(x) := f(x) + σ(x)^T σ(x)P, l(x) := g(z, x) − f(x) · P − 1 2 |σ(x)P |^2. We define the effective Hamiltonian by the critical value defined in Thm. 4.1 for the data b, l given by (45) (46) H̄(z, P ) := −λ̄ .

Theorem 5.1. Under the assumptions listed above, the solution v^ϵ(z) of (44) converges locally uniformly as ϵ → 0+ to the unique bounded solution of (47) v + H̄(z, Dv) = 0 in R^n .

Proof. We follow the approach to homogenization via singular perturbations of [2, 3, 5]. We double the space variables and consider the PDE

(48) u^ϵ + 1 2 | | |σ(x) ( D_zu^ϵ + D_xu^ϵ ϵ )| | | 2 + f(x) · ( D_zu^ϵ + D_xu^ϵ ϵ ) = g(z, x), in R^n × R^n . This equation has a bounded viscosity solution u^ϵ(z, x) by standard methods, unique by Thm. 2.1, and it is easy to check that v^ϵ(z) = u^ϵ(z, z ϵ ) , where v^ϵ solves (44). The Hamiltonian in (48) fits the general conditions of [3, 5] except the regularity in x required there for using standard comparison principles. In (48) the Hamiltonian is quadratic, but we have the comparison principles stated in Sect. 2. Moreover such Hamiltonian is ergodic in the sense of [3]. To see it consider the associated discounted equation with z and P frozen

(49) δw_δ + 1 2 |σ(x)(P + Dw_δ )|^2 + f(x) · (P + Dw_δ ) = g(z, x) x ∈ R^n , and use (45) to rewrite it as δw_δ + 1 2 |σ(x)(Dw_δ )|^2 + b(x) · Dw_δ = l(x) x ∈ R^n , where b and l depend on the parameters z, P . Then Corollary 3.3 gives (50) lim_{δ→0} δw_δ (x) = −H̄(z, P ) uniformly in R^n ,

This says that w_δ can be used as an approximate corrector in the perturbed test function method adapted from Evans [28] to singular perturbations [3]. This theory entails that, if u^ϵ are locally equibounded, the semilimits ū(z) := lim sup ϵ→0,z^′→z sup_x u^ϵ(z^′, x), u(z) := lim inf_{ϵ→0,z′→z} inf_x u^ϵ(z^′, x)

are, respectively, a sub- and a supersolution of the effective PDE (47), see Thm. 2 in [3]. Since ± sup |g| are a super- and a subsolution of (48), the comparison principle gives the estimate − sup |g| ≤ u^ϵ(z, x) ≤ sup |g| and therefore the equiboundedness.

We want to show that the effective equation (47) satisfies the comparison principle. The continuity of (z, p) → H̄(z, p) is a known consequence of ergodicity, see e.g. Prop. 3 in [3]. We claim that (51) |H̄(z, p) − H̄(z^′, p)| ≤ ω(|z − z^′|) ∀ z, z^′, p ∈ R^n , where ω is the modulus of continuity of g, and therefore of l, with respect to z. To prove this estimate we compare the solution w_δ of (49) with the solution w^′_δ of the same equation with z replaced by z^′. Then w^′_δ satisfies δw^′_δ + 1 2 |σ(x)(Dw^′_δ )|^2 + b(x) · Dw^′_δ ≤ l(z, x) + ω(|z − z^′|) and so w^′_δ −^1_δ ω(|z − z^′|) is a subsolution of of (49). Then the comparison principle Thm. 2.1 gives

w^′_δ ≤ w_δ + 1 δ ω(|z − z^′|) and by (50) we get H̄(z, p) − H̄(z^′, p) ≤ ω(|z − z^′|). By inverting the roles of z and z^′ we get (51). Then the comparison principle for (47) is a standard result (see, e.g., [10]) . We use it for the semilimits and get that ū ≤ u, and so ū = u =: v is the unique bounded solution of (47).

Finally we go back to the solution v^ϵ of (44). Clearly v̄(z) := lim sup ϵ→0,z^′→z v^ϵ(z^′) ≤ ū(z), v(z) := lim inf_{ϵ→0,z′→z} v^ϵ(z^′) ≥ u(z). Then v̄ = v = v, which implies the convergence of v^ϵ to v locally uniformly. □ Remark 5.2. In the same way we can prove the locally uniform convergence of the solutions of the equation

v^ϵ + b (z ϵ ) · Dv^ϵ + sup_{a∈A} { Dv^ϵ · F ( z ϵ ) a − l_1 (z ϵ , a )} = g ( z, z ϵ ) , z ∈ R^n where A is bounded and contains B_m(K). The cell problem in this case is

λ̄ + b(x) · (P + Du) + sup a∈A {(P + Du) · F (x)a − l_1(x, a)} = g(z, x) x ∈ R^n , which can be written in the form of the critical equation (33) λ̄ + b(x) · Du + sup a∈A {Du · F (x)a − L(x, a, z, P )} , where z and P are parameters and L(x, a, z, P ) := l_1(x, a) + g(z, x) − P · (b(x) + F (x)a). We set again H̄(z, P ) = −λ̄ and obtain that the limit v of v^ϵ is the unique solution of the effective equation (47).

Finally we consider the homogenization of solutions of the Cauchy problem with oscillating initial data v^ϵ_t +^1_2 |σ(^z_ϵ )D_zv^ϵ|^2 + f(^z_ϵ ) · D_zv^ϵ = g(z,^z_ϵ ), (z, t) ∈ R^n × (0, T ),

v^ϵ(z, 0) = h(z,^z_ϵ ), where h ∈ BUC(R^n ) is periodic. The existence, for each ϵ > 0, of a bounded viscosity solution is again standard, and uniqueness comes from Thm. 2.2.

Theorem 5.3. Under the assumptions listed above, the solution v^ϵ(z, t) converges locally uniformly in R^n × (0, T ) as ϵ → 0 to the unique bounded solution of the Cauchy problem (52) v_t + H̄(z, D_zv) = 0 in R^n × (0, T ), v(z, 0) = h̄(z) := min_x h(z, x), ∀z,

where H̄ is defined by (46)

Proof. Most of the proof is the same as that of Thm. 5.1, so we only discuss the differences. We consider the evolutive version of the singularly perturbed equation (48) where u^ϵ is replaced by u^ϵ_t and with the initial condition u^ϵ(z, x, 0) = h(z, x). Then v^ϵ(z, t) = u^ϵ(z, z ϵ , t) , in R^n × [0, T ). We have the estimate −t sup |g| − sup |h| ≤ u^ϵ(z, x, t) ≤ t sup |g| + sup |h|, and the semilimits, for t > 0,

ū(z, t) := lim sup ϵ→0,(z^′,t^′)→(z,t) sup_x u^ϵ(z^′, x, t^′), u(z, t) := lim inf ϵ→0,(z^′ ,t^′)→(z,t) inf_x u^ϵ(z^′, x, t^′)

are a sub- and a supersolution of the effective PDE in (52), by Thm. 2 in [3].

It remains to handle the boundary layer at the initial time. We extend ū and u by

ū(z, 0) := lim sup (z^′ ,t^′)→(z,0+) ū(z^′, t^′), u(z, 0) := lim inf (z^′,t^′ )→(z,0+) ū(z^′, t^′). The initial condition satisfied by these semilimits comes from the property of stabilization to a constant of the solution to the homogeneous equation

(53) w_t + 1 2 |σ(x)D_xw|^2 = 0 in R^n × (0, +∞), w(x, 0) = h(z, x), ∀z, where z is a frozen parameter, namely lim t→+∞ w(x, t; z) = const. =: h̄(z).

Then Thm. 3 in [3] gives ū(z, 0) ≤ h̄(z) and u(z, 0) ≥ h̄(z), and so ū(·, 0) = u(·, 0) = h̄. (Actually, in [3] the Hamiltonian is 1-homogeneous and here it is 2-homogeneous, but the proof holds without changes). The stabilization property of the equation (53) comes from the fact that it is the HJB equation of an optimal control problem for the driftless control system ẏ(t) = −F (y(t))α(t). If A ⊇ B_m(K) this system satisfies (BTC), by the assumption (SBG), and moreover it is stoppable, i.e., for each point of the state space there is a control allowing to remain there forever. Then Prop. 6.5 in [5] gives the conclusion, as well as the explicit formula h̄(z) = min_x h(z, x).

Now the comparison principle for the Cauchy problem (52), which holds by the estimate (51) on H̄, implies that ū = u =: v is the unique bounded solution of (52). Finally, as in the previous proof, we consider the weak limits of v^ϵ, compare them with ū and u, and conclude the uniform convergence of v^ϵ locally uniformly in R^n × (0, T ). □

Remark 5.4. As in Remark 5.2 we can consider also the case of bounded A ⊇ B_m(K) and the Cauchy problem

v^ϵ_t + b (_z ϵ ) · Dv^ϵ + sup_{a∈A} { Dv^ϵ · F (_z ϵ ) a − l_1 (_z ϵ , a )} = g ( z,^z_ϵ ) , (z, t) ∈ R^n × (0, T ), v^ϵ(z, 0) = h(z,^z_ϵ ).

By the same proof we obtain again that the relaxed semilimits ū and u are a sub- and a supersolution of the effective equation v_t + H̄(z, D_zv) = 0 with H̄ defined in Remark 5.2. We obtain also the locally uniform convergence of v^ϵ to the unique solution of (52) if either b ≡ 0 or the initial data do not oscillate, i.e., h = h(z). In the general case the existence of some effective initial data h̄ does not follows from known results. In fact, the homogeneous equation arising in the study of stabilization is not (53), it is instead 1- homogeneous in D_xw and has the term b · D_xw. Hence the associated control system is not driftless and therefore not stoppable in general. This case is left open to future research.

References

[1] A. Agrachev, and P. W. Y. Lee, Continuity of optimal control costs and its application to weak KAM theory. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 39 (2010), 213–232.

[2] O. Alvarez and M. Bardi, Viscosity solutions methods for singular perturbations in deterministic and stochastic control, SIAM J. Control Optim. 40 (2001), 1159–1188.

[3] , Singular perturbations of nonlinear degenerate parabolic PDEs: a general convergence result. Arch.

Rat. Mech. Anal. 170 (2003), 17–61.

[4] , Ergodic problems in differential games. In ”Advances in dynamic game theory,” 131–152, Ann. Internat.

Soc. Dynam. Games, 9, Birkhäuser Boston, Boston, MA, 2007.

[5] , Ergodicity, stabilization, and singular perturbations for Bellman-Isaacs equations, Mem. Amer. Math.

Soc. 204 (2010), pp. 1-88.

[6] M. Arisawa, Ergodic problem for the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation, II, Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré, 15(1998), 1-24.

[7] M. Arisawa and P.-L. Lions, On ergodic stochastic control, Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 23 (1998), pp. 2187–2217.

[8] Z. Artstein and V. Gaitsgory, The value function of singularly perturbed control systems, Appl. Math.

Optim., 41 (2000), pp. 425–445.

[9] S. Balbinot, Valore critico per Hamiltoniane non coercive e applicazioni a problemi di omogeneizzazione.

Thesis, University of Padova, 2012.

[10] M. Bardi and I. Capuzzo-Dolcetta, Optimal control and viscosity solutions of Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equations, Birkhäuser, 1997.

[11] M. Bardi, A. Cesaroni, and D. Ghilli, Large deviations for some fast stochastic volatility models by viscosity methods, Discrete Contin. Dyn. Syst. 35 (2015), 3965–3988.

[12] M. Bardi and H. Kouhkouh, An eikonal equation with vanishing Lagrangian arising in global optimization.

Appl. Math. Optim. 87 (2023), Paper No. 49, 26 pp.

[13] M. Bardi and G. Terrone, On the Homogenization of some Non-coercive Hamilton-Jacobi-Isaacs Equations, Commun. Pure Appl. Anal. 12 (2013), 207–236 [14] G. Barles, Solutions de viscosité des équations de Hamilton-Jacobi, Springer-Verlag, 1994. [15] , Some homogenization results for non-coercive Hamilton-Jacobi equations. Calc. Var. Partial Differential Equations 30 (2007), 449–466.

[16] G. Barles and B. Perthame, Comparison principle for Dirichlet-type Hamilton-Jacobi equations and singular perturbations of degenerated elliptic equations Appl. Math. Optim. 21 (1990), 21–44.

[17] G. Barles and P.E. Souganidis, On the large time behavior of solutions of Hamilton-Jacobi equations. SIAM J. Math. Anal. 31 (2000), 925–939.

[18] E. N. Barron and R. Jensen, Semicontinuous viscosity solutions for Hamilton-Jacobi equations with convex Hamiltonians Comm. Partial Differential Equations 15 (1990), no. 12, 1713–1742.

[19] , Optimal control and semicontinuous viscosity solutions, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc. 113 (1991), 397–402. [20] I. Birindelli and J. Wigniolle, Homogenization of Hamilton-Jacobi equations in the Heisenberg group.

Commun. Pure Appl. Anal. 2 (2003), 461–479.

[21] P. Brunovsky and C. Lobry, Controlabilité Bang Bang, controlabilité différentiable, et perturbation des systèmes non linéaires. Ann. Mat. Pura Appl. (4) 105 (1975), 93–119 [22] P. Cannarsa and C. Mendico, Asymptotic analysis for Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equations on Euclidean space, J. Differential Equations, 332 (2022), pp. 83–122.

[23] , Weak KAM Theory and Aubry-Mather Theory for sub-Riemannian control systems, arXiv:2306.03808 (2023) [24] P. Cardaliaguet and C. Mendico, Ergodic behavior of control and mean field games problems depending on acceleration Nonlinear Anal. 203 (2021), Paper No. 112185, 40 pp.

[25] P. Cardaliaguet, J. Nolen, P. E. Souganidis, Homogenization and enhancement for the G-equation. Arch.

Ration. Mech. Anal. 199 (2011), 527–561.

[26] F. Colonius and W. Kliemann, The dynamics of control, Birkhäuser, 2000.

[27] A. Davini, A. Fathi, R. Iturriaga, and M. Zavidovique, Convergence of the solutions of the discounted Hamilton-Jacobi equation. Invent. Math. 206 (2016), 29–55.

[28] L. C. Evans, Periodic homogenisation of certain fully nonlinear partial differential equations. Proc. Roy. Soc.

Edinburgh Sect. A 120 (1992), 245–265.

[29] , A survey of partial differential equations methods in weak KAM theory, Comm. Pure Appl. Math. 57 (2004), pp. 445–480.

[30] A. Fathi, Théoreme KAM faible et théorie de Mather sur les systemes Lagrangiens, C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris Sér. I Math. 324 (1997), pp. 1043–1046.

[31] , Sur la convergence du semi-groupe de Lax-Oleinik. C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris Sér. I Math. 327 (1998), 267–270.

[32] , Weak KAM theorem in Lagrangian dynamics. Version 10, Unpublished preprint, 2008. [33] , Weak KAM theory: the connection between Aubry-Mather theory and viscosity solutions of the Hamilton-Jacobi equation. Proc. I.C.M.–Seoul 2014. Vol. III, 597-621, Kyung Moon Sa, Seoul, 2014

[34] H. Frankowska, Lower semicontinuous solutions of Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equations. SIAM J. Control Optim. 31 (1993), 257–272. atics journal, (2006), pp. 1671–1700.

[35] D. G. Gomes, Hamilton-Jacobi methods for vakonomic mechanics. NoDEA Nonlinear Differential Equations Appl. 14 (2007), 233–257.

[36] L. Grüne, On the relation between discounted and average optimal value functions. J. Differential Equations 148 (1998), 65–99.

[37] H. Ishii Perron’s method for Hamilton-Jacobi equations. Duke Math. J. 55 (1987), 369–384. [38] H. Ishii and A. Siconolfi, The vanishing discount problem for Hamilton–Jacobi equations in the Euclidean space, Comm. Partial Differential Equations 45 (2020), pp. 525–560.

[39] J.-M. Lasry, Controle stationnaire asymptotique. In ”Control theory, numerical methods and computer systems modelling” pp. 296–313, Lecture Notes in Econom. and Math. Systems, Vol. 107, Springer, Berlin-New York, 1975.

[40] P.-L. Lions, G. Papanicolaou, and S. R. Varadhan, Homogenization of Hamilton-Jacobi equations, Unpublished preprint, 1987.

[41] J.-M. Roquejoffre, Convergence to steady states or periodic solutions in a class of Hamilton-Jacobi equations. J. Math. Pures Appl. (9) 80 (2001), 85–104.

[42] A. Siconolfi, Homogenization of the G-equation: a metric approach. Partial Differ. Equ. Appl. 2 (2021), Paper No. 50, 18 pp.

[43] P. Soravia, Optimality principles and representation formulas for viscosity solutions of Hamilton-Jacobi equations. I. Equations of unbounded and degenerate control problems without uniqueness, Advances in Differential Equations, 4 (1999), pp. 275–296.

[44] A. Sorrentino, Action-minimizing methods in Hamiltonian dynamics. An introduction to Aubry-Mather theory. Mathematical Notes, 50. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2015.

[45] B. Stroffolini, Homogenization of Hamilton-Jacobi equations in Carnot groups. ESAIM Control Optim.

Calc. Var. 13 (2007),107–119.

[46] C. Viterbo Symplectic homogenization. J. Éc. polytech. Math. 10 (2023), 67–140.

Department of Mathematics “T. Levi-Civita”, University of Padova, Via Trieste 63, 35121 Padova, Italy

Email address: bardi@math.unipd.it