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Abstract

We consider the linear and nonlinear Schrodinger equation with a spatial white noise
as a potential in dimension 2. We prove existence and uniqueness of solutions thanks
to a change of unknown originally used in [8] and conserved quantities.
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1 Introduction

In this work we study a linear or nonlinear Schrodinger equation on a periodic domain
with a random potential given by a spatial white noise in dimension 2. This equation is
important for various purposes. In the linear case, it is used to study Anderson localisation.
It is a complex version of the famous PAM model. In the nonlinear case, it describes the
evolution of nonlinear dispersive waves in a totally disorder medium (see for instance [6],
[7] and the references therein).

If u denotes the unknown, the equation is given by:

du 9 9

I = Au+ Mul|“u +ug, z €T t>0,
where T? denotes the two dimensional torus, identified with [0, 27]?, and ¢ is a real-valued
spatial white noise. Of course, A = 0 for the linear equation. A positive A corresponds to
the focusing case and A < 0 to the defocusing case. For simplicity, we take A = £1 in the
nonlinear case. The qualitative properties of the solutions are completely different in these
two cases.

We are here interested in the question of existence and uniqueness of solutions. This is
a preliminary but important step before studying other phenomena: solitary waves, blow
up, Anderson localisation... The main difficulty is of course due to the presence of the
rough potential. Recall that in dimension 2, a white noise has a negative regularity which
is strictly less than —1. Apparently, since the Schrédinger equation has very few smoothing
properties and since this smoothing is very difficult to use, it seems hopeless to regularize
it.

However, this equation has many other properties. In particular, it is Hamiltonian and
preserves the mass. Using a transformation due to [8] in the context of PAM, we are able to



use these invariants and construct solutions which have regularity strictly less than 1. More
precisely, we solve a transformed equation in almost H?(T?), the standard Sobolev space
of functions with derivatives up to order 2 in L?(T?). This is rather surprising since the
regularity is comparable to what is obtained in the parabolic case, when strong smoothing
properties are available.

As in the parabolic case, a renormalization is necessary and at the level of the original
equation, the renormalized equation rewrites formally:

d
d—z:Au+)\|u|2u+u(§—oo), zeT? t>0.

The transformation u — e’y transforms the original equation into the renormalized one.
Therefore, the renormalization amounts to renormalize only the phase. A similar remark
was made in [3] in a related but different context.

For A < 0, we obtain global solution for any initial data satisfying some smoothness
assumptions. For A > 0, as in the determinstic case, we need a smallness assumption on
the initial data.

We could of course consider the equation with a more general nonlinearity: |u
with ¢ < 1. For o < 1, no restriction on the size of the initial data is required for A > 0.
Another easy generalization is to consider a general bounded domain and Dirichlet boundary
conditions, as long as they are sufficiently smooth and the properties of the Green function
of the Laplace operator are sufficiently good so that Lemma 2.1 below holds.

The study of the linear equation is closely related to the understanding of the Schrodinger
operator with white noise potential. This is the subject of a recent very interesting article
by Allez and Chouk ([1]) where the paracontrolled calculus is used to study the domain and
spectrum of this operator. It is not clear how this can be used for the nonlinear equation.

’20’11,

We use the classical LP = LP(T?) spaces for p € [1,00], as well as the L? based Sobolev
spaces H® = H*(T?) for s € R and the Besov spaces By, = B;’,q(’IFQ), fors € R, p,q € [1, 0]
These are defined in terms of Fourier series and Littlewood-Paley theory (see [2]). Recall
that H° = B3, and that, for kK € N, s € (0,1), B§o+§o coincide with the Holder space
Ck’S(T2).

Throughout the article, ¢ denotes a constant which may change from one line to the
next. Also, we use a small parameter 0 < ¢ < e~ ! and K, is a random constant which
can also change but such that EK? is uniformly bounded in ¢ for all p. Similarly, for
0 < e1,e9 < e~ !, the random constant K., ., may depend on €1, €2 but EK?, o is uniformly
bounded in €1, &9 for all p.

2 Preliminaries

We consider the following nonlinear Schrédinger equation in dimension 2 on the torus, that
is periodic boundary conditions are assumed, for the complex-valued unknown v = u(z,t):
du

i Au+ Mul*u +ué, z € T?, t > 0. (2.1)



It is supplemented with initial data
u(z,0) = uo(z), z € T2

We need some smoothness on the initial data, this will be made precise below. In the
focusing case A > 0 we need an extra assumption on the size of ||ug||z2 which has be small
enough (see (4.3) below).

The potential ¢ is random and is a real valued spatial white noise on T?. For simplicity,
we assume that it has a zero spatial average. The general case could be recovered by adding
an additional Gaussian random potential which is constant in space. This would not change
the analysis below.

Formally equation (2.1) has two invariant quantities. Given a solution u of (2.1), the
mass:

N(®) = [ fula e

is constant in time as well as the energy:

(®) = [ 51Vala ) = Jluw )l = Ge@ (e, 0 Pds.

This is formal because the noise £ is very rough. In dimension 1, the noise has regularity
—1/27 and belongs to BS, , for any a < —1/2, therefore the product €|ul? can be defined
rigorously for u € H' and this provides a bound in H'. Existence and uniqueness through
regularization of the noise and a compactness argument can then be obtained.

In dimension 2, the noise lives in any space with regularity —17, that is any regularity
strictly less than —1, and the solution is not expected to be sufficiently smooth to compen-
sate this. In fact, the product is almost well defined for u € H' and we are in a situation
similar to the two dimensional nonlinear heat equation with space time white noise. We
expect that a renormalization is necessary.

Inspired by [8], we introduce:
Y = A"

(note that this is well defined since we consider a zero average noise, we choose Y also with
a zero average) and v = ue’ . Then the equation for v reads

Z% = Av —2Vv - VY 4 0| VY |2 + \o|?ve 2. (2.2)
Now Y has regularity 1~ and VY is 0~. Thus this transformation has lowered the roughness
of the most irregular term on the right hand side. At this point It is easier to see why we need
a renormalization: the term |VY'|? is not well defined since VY is not a function. However,
the roughness is mild here and it has been known for long that up to renormalization by
a log divergent constant this square term can be defined in the second order Wiener chaos
based on £.
Let us be more precise. Let p. = 5_2p(§) be a compactly supported smooth mollifier

and consider the smooth noise & = p, * &. We denote by Y. = A~1¢,. Then it is proved in



[8] that for every k > 0, £ belongs almost surely to B;O%;O” and, as ¢ — 0, & converges in
probability to { in Bgolygo"‘.
Also, denoting by
C. =E (|VY:]°)
the quantity : [VY:|? := [VY|> — C. converges in LP(Q; By%,) for any p > 1, 5 > 0 to a
random variable : [VYz|? : in the second Wiener chaos associated to £. It is easy to see that
C: goes to oo as |Ine| as € — oo:

E (|VY:[?) ~ Ko|In¢|

for some K > 0. By stationarity this quantity does not depend on x € T?.

The precise result, whose proof can be found in [8] in the more difficult case of the
space variable in R? (see the proofs of Lemma 1.1 and Proposition 1.3 in this work), is the
following.

Lemma 2.1. 1 > «' > k > 0 and any p > 1, there exist a constant ¢ independent of € such

that: )
P o2
B (1% - 11, )| < e

2
B (15197 9P, )] < e

Remark 2.2. Using the monotonicity of stochastic LP norms in p, one can drop the expo-
nent —% in the right hand side. We state the result in this way because this is the bound

and

that one actually proves. Below, we use this bound with k — 2 = %/ (and K instead of K').
P

Note that for s < 5, p,r > 1, we have B;;oo C B, ,. Thus, bounds in the latter Besov
spaces follow.

Instead of solving equation (2.2) for v., we consider:

d
z% = Av. — 2V - VY. . VY 4\ v Pue 2 (2.3)
and setting u, = v.e Ye:
,dua _ 2 2
i = Aug + Muel“ue + (ue — Co)ée, x € T, t > 0.

Since Y; is smooth, it is classical to prove that these equations have a unique solution in
C([0,T); H*) for an initial data in H* k = 1, 2, provided the L? norm is small for A > 0
(see for instance [5], Section 3.6). More details are given in Section 4.

The mass and energy are transformed into the two following quantities which are invari-
ant under the dynamic for v.:

N (oe(8)) = / e, )26 2@
T2
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and

- 1 1 A ovi(a) N —9v.(x
Hg(vs(t)):/w <2]va($,t)\2+2v§ VY = e, ) e )>e D) g,

Since the most irregular term : |[VYz|? : here is not as rough as &, this transformed energy
is a much better quantity than the original one. It is possible to give a meaning to it for
e = 0 and use it to get bounds in H!.

Below, we use the following simple results.

Lemma 2.3. For any k € (0,1) and any p > 1, there exist a constant independent on €
such that: )
E(lle® = e, ) <ce v ™.

Proof: Since BL % is equal to the Holder space C1~%(T?) we have:

00,00

||6_2YE —2Y(e—2(YE—Y) _ 1) 6—2(YE—Y

-2Y
— e = e

—2Y
||B;;g~o < e ? ||Bg;g~0|| ) — 1”3;;;-

Then we write:

-2Y —-2Y
le™ N gz < 2lle™ [z Y]l g1

[e=2(Ye=Y) _ 1||Bé;:;~o < 2/le™2Y || oo ||le™ 2 || poo || Y2 — Y||Bé;§0

The result follows by Holder inequality, Lemma 2.1 and Gaussianity to bound exponential
moments of Y and Y. O

Lemma 2.4. There exists a contant ¢ independent of € such that:
E (|VY¥:]4:) < el lnef

and
E (|l : [VYe[*: [124) < c(|Ime])™.

Proof: It suffices to write:
E (/ \V}@(:U)]A‘dac) :/ E (|VYz(2)[*) do = 127°C2.
T2 T2

Similarly:

B (1 wrps i) =& ([ (93P - ctde) = s1mct,



3 The linear case

In this section, we start with the linear case: A = 0. Then the equation for v, reads

d
i%:Avg—QVUg-VYg—i-vg VY2 (3.1)

There exists a unique solution in C([0, T]; H?) if v-(0) € H?. We take the initial data
v:(0) = vg = uge”

and assume below that it belongs to H2.
The mass and energy of a solution are now:

N (0(t) :/ oo (. ) P2 g
TQ
and , )
H.(ve(t)) :/ <2|V’Ue(x,t)]2+ SV ¢ VY[ :> e 2@ g
'H‘Q

They are constant in time under the evolution (3.1).
Since Y converges in Bé; ~ for any k > 0 as ¢ tends to zero, we see that the mass gives
a uniform bound in L? on v.. More precisely:

los (172 < 1le* [z lle™* [l [[voll72 = Kellvoll7 (3.2)
with
K. = ||| o< [le % oo (3.3)
The energy enables us to get a bound on the gradient.

Proposition 3.1. Let k € (0,1/2), there exists a random constant K. bounded in LP(§2)
with respect to € for any p > 1 such that if vo € H':

/']1~2 \va(x,t)\de < K. (I:IE(UO) + HUOH%Q) :

Proof: Since B;o'f2 is in duality with B, we deduce by the standard multiplication rule
in Besov spaces (see e.g. [2], Section 2.8.1)

/ v? | VYL|? @ dx
TQ

< [W2llBg, | IVYel gz, < KellZllsy, < Kellvellg,-
Then we note that vaHzB% = ||ve||%x so that by interpolation

2(1—
< Kol 257 e | 2.

‘/EZ’U?Z|VY€|22(1$



It follows

L1900 s < Kefi(ou(0) + Kol (0178 s (01

2(1—k

20| Ve |12

< KHe(vo) + Kelve(#)][7 - Kellv- ()]
< KoHe(vo) + Kc[Jvoll7z + 5 Ve 72

and hence, by absorbing the last term in the left hand side,

/W Voe(a,t)Pda < Ko (He(wo) + o032 )

U
Since H.(vg) is bounded for vy € H', we obtain a (random) bound on v. in H' using
similar arguments as above.

Corollary 3.2. There exists a random constant K. bounded in LP(S) with respect to € for
any p > 1 such for any vog € H':

[o(O)ll < Kellvoll g, ¢ > 0.

Unfortunately, this regularity is not sufficient to control the product Vv, - VY, on the
right hand side of (3.1).

The next observation is that, if vy is smooth enough, v, is time differentiable and setting

Wy = dé’; it is a solution of:

; dwe
dt

Since w, satisfies the same equation as v, it has the same invariant quantities. We use in
particular the mass:

= Aw, — 2Vw, - VY. + w, : VY. :. (3.4)

N(we(t)) = N(we(0)).

Hence: )
[we(t)[[2 < KeN(we(0)) < Kellwe(0)]| g2

This is still true under the assumption that w.(0) € L?, which is equivalent to vg € H?.

Proposition 3.3. There exist a random constant K. bounded in LP(Q) with respect to €
for any p > 1 such that if vg € H?:

loelle < eKe (lvollgs + ool 2l nef?)
Proof: From (3.1), we have:
we(0) = —i(Avg — 2Vg - VY: +vg ¢ VY22,
so that, thanks to the embedding HY? c A,

lwe (0)]I 22 < ¢ (llvollzz + l[voll /2 IV el + lvoll gz |+ [VYE] 2 |l e) -
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By interpolation we deduce:

3/4 1/4 1/4 3/4
lwe©)llzz < e (llvollz + ol vl 19 Yl s + lvolgs ool 72! VY22 <11z )

4/3
< ¢ (Jlvoll + ool 2l Vel s + lloollz2 | + [V : 135°)

< ¢ (lvoll g2 + Kellvol| 2| Inel?)
(3.5)
where:
Ko = VYLl ine 2+ | VY« |73 el 72,

By Lemma 2.4 and gaussianity, we know that the moments of this random variable are
bounded with respect to e.
It follows

lwe(®)ll 22 < Ke (Ilvoll g2 + [lvoll 2| Inef?) .

This in turn allows us to control ||ve||g2. Indeed, from (3.1),
1Ave]lpz < flwe(t)llzz + 2 Ve - VYel g2 + [lve « [VYe[? 2 || 2

and by similar arguments as above
1
1Ave]|z2 < [lwe(@)llz2 + 51 Ave|lz2 + eKelfve(t)] 22 Ine[*

and finally
1A 2 < Ke ([voll = + [lvoll g2 Inef?) .
The result follows thanks to (3.2). O

This bound does not seem to be very useful since it explodes as ¢ — 0. To use it, we
consider the difference of two solutions.

Proposition 3.4. Let 9 > e1 > 0 then for k € (0,1], p > 1 there exist a random constant
K., c, bounded in LP(Q) with respect to €1,&2 for any p > 1 such that if vo € H>

K/?

sup [|ve, (£) = vey ()| 72 < Koy ep€5"" | nea] 72 ug 372

t€[0,T

Proof: We set r = v, — v., and write:

dr

G Ar —2r VY., +7: VY, |2 =2V, - V(Ye, = Yo,) +05,(: [VYL, |21 — 1 |[VYL, 2 0).
By standard computations, we deduce:

2Y61($)d
2dt/ Ir(= x
= Im/2 (_2VU€2 V(Ye, = Yo,) + v, |VY€1|2 :— |VY;1|2 )) Fe—2Ye1 (2) 4
T
= 2||vazfe_2yfl HBEQHV(}/Q - YE2)HB;OH2 + ||1)52f€_2y51 HB}IﬁJ” . |VYEI|2 P |v}/€2|2 : ||BO_O“2



the first term of the right hand side is bounded thanks to interpolation and paraproduct
inequalities (see [2]) and we have

IVve,re™ |y, < cllveyll e ([ve, s + vy ll<) e =1 |y, -

Then, by Proposition 3.3 and interpolation:

1+ 2
Vs | e < vz, || G ™

1— 2 1— 2
ves 172 < Koy (loll 2 + [voll 2] In ea )+ w5
and, by Corollary 3.2, for ¢ = 1,2

K/2 1-k/2

v llzzs < llve, I llve, 2% < e, lwoll llvoll 12" < Ke,llvollyys ol 2

It follows

5—K

3
IVoe,7e 251 gy, < Kelle ™ |1 looll 2

1
5+
1,2 — )2 §

(lvoll 2 + [[voll 2| n €2

The second term is bounded by the same quantity and we deduce:

1d
/ r(x, t)]2e2Ye1 @) dy
T2

2
. 3— 1

< Kalle™ [y llool72 (ol + Jooll | eal?) 3+
% (IV(Vey = Yol g, + 15 [9¥e, 22— 5 [ VY22 o )

The result follows thanks to integration in time and Lemma 2.1. O
By interpolation, we deduce from Proposition 3.3 and 3.4 the following result.

Corollary 3.5. Let e9 > €1 > 0 then for k € (0,1], v € [0,2), p > 1 there ezist a random
constant K., ¢, bounded in LP(Q) with respect to e1,e9 for any p > 1 such that if vo € H?:

2 5(1-2) 4 2
sup |[Jve, () — v, (D77 < Key 065 [ Ine1|*||vol[ 2
t€[0,T

We are now ready to state and prove the main result of this section.

Theorem 3.6. Assume that vg = uge¥ € LP(Q; H?) for some p > 1. For any T > 0,
g <p,v € (1,2), when ¢ — 0, the solution ve of (3.1) satisfying v-(0) = vy converges in
L1(Q;C(]0,T]; HY)) to v which is the unique solution to

dt

in C([0,T]; H") such that v(0) = vy.

= Av—2Vv-VY 40 : |VY|?: (3.6)



Proof: Pathwise uniqueness is clear. Indeed if v € C([0,T]; H?) is a solution of (3.6),
it is not difficult to use a regularization argument to justify

. lu(z, t)]2e 2 @) dg = 0.

Now let g, = 27%, Corollary 3.5 implies that (v, ) is Cauchy in L4(;C([0,T); H?)). Tt is
not difficult to prove that the limit v is a solution of (3.6) and

E ( sup Hvak(t)|q}ﬁ> <cE (HUOHZ;{?)q/pv
t€[0,T]

E ( sup Hv(t)!%m> < ¢E (Jlvol5z) " .
te[0,T]

Then, by interpolation with v < 4 < 2:

sup ||ve(t) — ve, (8) 777

te[0,7) ) )
<ec sup [[ve(t) — v, ()35 77 sup [fue(t) — ve, (8)]1577
te€[0,T] ) t€[0,T] )
< e sup Joo(t) — v OIS sup (Joe(t) g + vey (8)]55) 277
te[0,T) t€[0,T]

By Proposition 3.4, Proposition 3.3 and the above inequality, we deduce:
E < sup |lve(t) — vg, (t)||3{17) < 327/ | Ine|'E (HUOHip)q/p-
te[0,77]

Letting k — oo, we deduce that the whole family (ve)e>0 converges to v in L2(Q2; C([0,T]; HY)).
O

4 The nonlinear equation

We now study the nonlinear equation (2.2) and consider its approximation (2.3) with initial
condition
v:(0) = vg = uge”

and assume below that it belongs to H?2.
Again the mass gives a uniform bound in L? on v,:

lve(D)172 < KellvollZ-. (4.1)

The estimate on the H'! norm using the energy is similar to the linear case. Recall that
the energy is given by:

1 1 A I
oo = [ (GIT0ean 0 4 a2 (DY = Jlun(o e 20 ) 20
T2
and it can be checked that for all t > 0 we have H.(v.(t)) = H.(vp).
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Proposition 4.1. There exists a constant K. bounded in LP(Q2) for any p > 1 such that if
vo € H' and

le™ 4[| Zoc ll€** e oll 2 < 1 if A =1 (4.2)

then
[oe ()17 < Ke ([lvoll 7 + llvoll7z llvollz) -

Moreover, the sequence (Ki) = (Ky-&) is bounded almost surely.

Remark 4.2. [t is classical that the equation for u. is locally well posed in H', see [5]
Section 8.6. The bound obtained here gives a global bound in H' for u. so that global
existence and uniqueness hold for u. and thus for v..

Proof: We proceed as in the proof of Proposition 3.1. We first have

/ | VYL)? : da
TQ

d
/ Vo (2, ) 2da
T2

< Kaﬁ(va(t)) + Ka””a(t)HLz H 5 Hl + — / ‘/Ug x, t 2YE($)672Y5(m)dx

1
< K[l 257 e |2

an

< KHe(vo) + Kel|woll72 + HVvEHLQ ;2 el 1) e @Dy,

4

For A = —1, the result follows after dropping the last term and using
. [vo(@)[*e ¥ da < Kelluo|| 74 < Kellvolljpe < Kellvol|Z2llvoll 7

thanks to the Sobolev embedding H/2 ¢ L* and interpolation.
For A\ = 1, Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality (see for instance [4] for a simple proof with
the constant 1/2 used below):

/ v(z, )|t~ dg
T2

IN

N T
T2
o
< Sl e [ oo t)Pds [ Vontait) P
T2 2

< Sl

700 l€*

e vo1 72 - Vo (a, 1) dz,

where we have made use of [|ve(t)[|2, < [|€2¥¢]| Lo [le™2¥¢|| Lo ||vo]|%, according to (3.2). The
result follows easily under assumption (4.2).

The constant K. is a polynomial in || : |[VY|? : HB—KQ, lle=2¥z|

2)/6”[/00. By

Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.3 and Borel-Cantelli, we know that : |[VY,-«|? : and Y,— converge
almost surely in B*, and B.J % so that K, is indeed bounded almost surely. 0
We now proceed w1th the H 2 bound.

|1~ and |e

11



Proposition 4.3. There exist a random constants K. bounded in LP () with respect to €
for any p > 1 such that if vo = uge™Y € H? and (4.2) holds:

[ve (8) | 222

K 2 + 2 2 t
< e (1+ lvolluz + ool 2l el + ool + looll2s o], ) o0 ol ol ol )0

Moreover Kj, = Ky« 1s bounded almost surely.

Remark 4.4. We know that if u-(0) € H?, the solution u. lives in H? (see [4]). Since

u:(0) = voe Y=, we can apply this result.
Proof: As in Section 3, we set w. = d;tf which now satisfies:
dw
1 dta = Aw; — 2Vw, - VY + w, : ]VY]Q A (\va\zwg + 2Re(v5u_}5)v5) e~ 2Ye,

From (2.3), we have:
we(0) = —i(Avg — 2Vg - VYz + vg ¢ [V 2) + Avg|*ve ™2,
and as in Proposition 3.3 and using the embedding H' c LS:
4/3 _
()l < elloollzs + lloollze (IVY2a + 11+ VY2 155 + el goe ol

By Lemma 2.4:
PIVYllfa + | [V 3 > [Inel!) < e ne|~

it follows that
[w=(0) || 2 < cllvoll 2 + Kcllvoll 2| Inel* + Kcllvo |3

with K. having all moments finite and such that K, is almost finite by Borel-Cantelli. We
have taken | In |* instead of | In |2 in the estimate above in order to have this latter property.
Recall that Y, « converges a.s. in L.

We do not have preservation of the L? norm but:

1d vt
th/w \we(z, t)[2e 2= dg

=2 | Re(ve(x, t)ywe(x, 1) Im(ve(z, t)ive (2, 1))~ =P dar
'H‘2
< Koo Ol [ et Pe s
T2
< K. [Jo-(t)]|F (1 + In(1 + Hva(t)sz))/ o (z, )22V @ g
TQ

< Ke (ool + lwollZ2llvollF) (1 + (L + [loe ()] 2)) /T2 jwe (2, )P de

12



thanks to the Brezis-Gallouet inequality ([4]) and to Proposition 4.1. Then as above we
have:

[Ave)llze < 2flwe®)z2 + cK5\|v5(t)||L2]1n€\4 + )‘H’"‘)E(t)‘%eeiQYEHB
< 2l|ws (6)]| 2 + Kellvs(8)]| 2 [ ne|* + Kellos (1) 75
By the embedding H' c L% and Proposition 4.1, we deduce
lve®llgz < cllwe(®)llzz + K (llvoll 2/ nel* + [[voll§2 + llvoll72llvollF) -

Again, the almost sure boundedness of the different constant Kj is obtained thanks to
Lemma 2.3, Lemma 2.4 and Borel-Cantelli.
To lighten the following computation, we use the temporary notations:

)

We = [lwee™# (|72, ae = K: (Jvoll3n + llvollZ2llvoll 1) »

Be = Ke (|lvoll 2| ne* + [loollz + llvollz2lvoll3) -

Then we have:

W < ag (1+In(1 4+ [ve]| g2)) we

<. (1+In(1 + cl|we]| 2 + Be)) we
< ae (14 In(1 + Ko + f2)) we.

4
dt

Hence

%(1 +1In(1 + Kowe(t) + B:)) < ae(1 +In(1 + Kewe(t) + 52))-

By Gronwall’s Lemma we deduce:
1+ 1In(1 4+ Ko (t) + B:) < (1 +In(1 + K w:(0) + 5¢)) exp(aet)
and taking the exponential

lwe(®)l|r2 < Keve(t) < cKo(1 4 Kb (0) + B) P!
< Kg(l + K5Hw5<O)HL2 + ﬁg)exp(aet)

< Ko (1 + Kel|voll g2 + 5E)eXp(a£t)-

The result follows. O

We see that this H? bound is not as good as in the linear case. Due to the double
exponential, we do not have moments here. However, this is sufficient to prove existence
and uniqueness. We now state the main result of this section.

Theorem 4.5. Assume that vo = uge? € H? and

le™ 1 Zoe €* | oo [lvoll 2 < 1 if A = 1. (4.3)

13



ForanyT >0,p>1, v € (1,2), when € — 0, the solution v, of (3.1) satisfying ve(0) = vg
converges in probability in C([0,T]; HY)) to v which is the unique solution to

z% = Av -2V VY +v: VY2 f)\|vfve 2 (4.4)

with paths in C([0,T]; H") such that v(0) = vp.

Proof: Again, pathwise uniqueness is easy.

Under assumption (4.3), we know that (4.2) holds for € small enough. Thus we may use
Propositions 4.1 and 4.3.

We take €9 > €1 > 0, set r = v, — ve, and write:

dr
za = Ar—2r-VY,, +71: |VY~51|2 i =2V, - V(Ye, — Yo,) + v, (: ]VYEI|2 D= ]VYEQ|2 )

Jr)“vil |27’6_2Y51 - )\(‘UEQ |2 - ’/U51 |2)v€26_2Y51 + )“v€2|2vs2 (6_2Y61 - 6_2YE2)'

By the same arguments as in Section 3 and standard estimates we obtain;

1d
/ [r(a,t)[Pe 01 da
T2

2t
< el g ey () e (o, () s+ vy ()] )

% (IV (Ve = Ye)llgor, + 115 [9¥er 25 = £ (VYo P 5 )
B (e + ol ol [ o) Pe e

Ky [[veg 700 (lve |22 + [[vey | 2) 72751 — 7252 | 2

_ 2
< Koy oo, (O (1o, (Ol a1 + lJoe, ()] 12)*"eb!
By ([0 |+ [vey )21+ (L + oz, || 2) + (L + oy [|12))
></ ]r(x,t)|2672yfl(x)dx

’]I‘Q

Ky e |0 30 (1 4+ (1 + [loe, [ 572)) > (|0ey [ 22 + e, [l 22)e5,
by the Brezis-Gallouet inequality. We have used for x € (0, 1):

le™=1 —e =12 < 2||¥e, = Yo, |lro (e oo + [le™%2 |10

< clea|"|[Y ||y, o (et oo + fle72¥2 | o)

S Kal,&‘g ’EQ‘H
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Again, the constants K., K, -, above have all moments bounded independently of €1, e
are almost surely bounded in k for g1 = 2=+ gy = 27K,
We deduce from Gronwall’s Lemma:

Inrllz < Kooy Po)(1 + In P(vg) + In | In g ] )P HKerco P(v0)t)

K
+rexp(Ke, oo P(v0)t)(In K¢, 2y +In P(vg) + In|lneq|) — 5\ Inegl,
where P(vg) denotes a polynomial in ||vg||g2. By interpolation, we have
In[rflze < e+ (1= ) vz + 5 Infirf e

so that a similar estimate holds for In ||r| g+, v < 2.
The constants K¢, ., are bounded almost surely when ¢ = 2_(k+1), g9 = 27% 5o that

[Vg—hs1) — Vg [y < C(vg)| In 2~ FHD|Cl0)g=5(kH1),

where now C'(vp) is a random constant depending on ||vg]| 2. It follows that vy« is Cauchy
in C([0,T],H").

Finally, we reproduce the estimate above for ||v:(t) — vy—k||z2 but bound ||vy—&| L by
||lvg—& ||~ instead of using Brezis-Gallouet inequality. We obtain:

(oo (8) — vy [lz2 < Kegor P(v)(1 + In P(vg) + In | In g *PKez-rP(0))

+kK exp([N(&kaP(vo)t)(ln R€’27k +1InP(vg) +In|lneq|) — g\ Inel,

where f(a’ka are constants with moments bounded independently on ¢ and k. Again, a
similar bound holds for the H” norm thanks to an interpolation argument. Letting k& — oo
yields:

In [|vs(t) — o]z < K-P(vo)(1+ In P(vg) + In | In e|)P(KeP (o))

+r exp(K.P(vg)t)(In K. + In P(vg) 4+ In|Ine]) — g\ Inel,

where again K. are constants with bounded moments.
The conclusion follows. O

Remark 4.6. Condition (4.3) is probably not optimal. It can easily be weakened to
)\K23,€K175||/U0HL2 < 2, but this is probably not optimal either.
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